1954

America there is every degree of tem-
perature; every type of soil and probably
every mineral product needed in indus-
try. If through a better prepared and
instructed exchange of tourists; through
£ expanded student exchange program;
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through a more effective diplomatic ex-
change and an effective governmental
policy, we approach the problem of a
free foreign trade, not exclusively but
predominately in the Western Hemi-
sphere, we will not need be tempted by
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the siren of trade with Russia and Red
China.

We should continue through the
United Nations to fisht Communists on
the diplomatie level but build a sound
trade with free countries.

SENATE

TuEespay, Jury 20, 1954
(Legislative day of Friday, July 2, 1954)

The Senate met at 10 o’clock a. m., on
the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Eternal Father, once more we enter
the stream of life with its rush and pres-
sure of public affairs. We pray for the
quickening awareness of Thy constant
presence. May we face all the duties
which the day may bring in the firm
confidence that Thou art our sufficient
shield and defense. With that assur-
ance may we know that neither disap-
pointment nor weariness, nor any tem-
porary defeat, can separate us from Thy
love.

Thou hast kindled a divine light on
the altar of our souls. Always may we
remember that we are guardians of that
sacred flame. Guide us to find the
burning bush that glows in the drab val-
ley of daily duty. In all our dealings
with distressed humanity, yearning for
a more abundant life, keep us faithful
to the spirit of the Master who came
not to be ministered unto, but to min-
ister. We ask it in His name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr, KnowrAND, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Monday,
July 19, 1954, was dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading
clerk, announced that the House had
passed the following bills of the Senate,
severally with an amendment, in which
it requested the concurrence of the Szn-
ate:

S.2670. An act to provide for the ter-
mination of Federal supervision over the
property of certain tribes, bands, and col-
onies of Indians in the State of Utah and
the individual members thereof, and for
cther purposes;

8.3107. An act to authorize the accept-
ance of ¢ nditional gifts to further the de-
{ense effort; and

S.3344. An act to amend the mineral-leas-
ing laws and the mining laws to provide for
multiple mineral development of the same
tracts of the public lands, and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that the
ITouse had passed the bill (S. 3487) to
authorize the Central Bank for Cooper-
atives and the regional banks for co-
operatives to issue consolidated deben-
tures, and for other purposes, with
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amendments, in which it requestsd the
concurrence of the Senate.

The message further announced that
the House had passed the following bills
and joint resolution, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R.1843. An act to increase the retired
pay of certain members of the former Light-
house Service;

H.R. 4118. An act to authorize the prepa-
ration of rolls of persons of Indian blood
whose ancestors were members of certain
tribes or bands in the State of Oregon, and
to provide for per capita distribution of
funds arising from ecertain judgments in
favor of such tribes or bands;

H,R.5796. An act to amend the Bank-
ruptcy Act to make tax liens of States and
their subdivisions valld against trust in

H. J. Res. 359. Joint resolution designating
the peried from October 11 to October 16, in-
clusive, 1954, as National Nurse Week.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Vice President:

H. R.7466. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to execute an amendatory
repayment contract with the Pine River irri-
gation district, Colorado, and for other pur=-
poses; and

H. R.8026. An act to provide for transfer
of title to movable property to irrigation or
water users’ organizations under the Federal

bankruptcy;

H.R.5832. An act to authorize the Coms=
missioner of Public Lands of the Territory of
Hawall to sell public lands to certain lessees,
permittees, and others;

H.R.6223. An act to amend section 87 of
the National Defense Act of June 3, 19186,
as amended (32 U. 8. C. 47), to relleve the
States from accountability and pecuniary
liability for property lost, damaged, or de-
stroyed except in cases where it shall appear
that the loss, damage, or destruction of the
property was due to carelessness or negli-
gence or could have been avoided by the ex-
ercise of reasonable care;

H.R.6399. An act granting the consent
and approval of Congress to an interstate
forest fire protection compact;

H. R.6814. An act to facilitate the acquisi-
tion of non-Federal land within areas of the
National Park System, and for other pur-
poses;

H.R. 7568. An act to authorize and direct
the Farm Loen Board of Hawail to convey
certain land and to ratify and confirm cer-
tain acts of said Farm Loan Board;

H.R.T7734. An act to amend section 47
of the National Defense Act concerning the
requirement for bond covering certain prop-
erty issued by the United States for use by
Reserve Officers' Training Corps units main-
tained at educational institutions;

H.R.7912. An act to abolish the Old
Kasaan National Monument, Alaska, and for
other purposes;

H.R.8205. An act to authorize the con=-
veyance by the Secretary of the Interior to
Virginia Electric & Power Co. of a per-
petual easement of right-of-way for electric
transmission line purposes across lands of
the Richmond National Battlefield Park, Va.,
such easement to be granted in exchange for,
and in consideration of, the conveyance for
park purposes of approximately 6 acres of
land adjoining the park;

H. R. 8783, An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain housing units owned by
the United States to the Housing Authority
of St. Louis County, Mo.;

H.R.8898. An act to amend section 401
(e) (2) of the Civil Aeronautics Act, as
amended;

H. R.9302. An act to permit retired mem-
bers of the uniformed services to revoke elec-
tions made under the Uniformed Services
Contingency Option Act of 1953 in certain
cases where the elections were made because
of mathematical errors or misinformation;
and

recl tion laws.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. Knowranp, and by
unanimous consent, the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, the Com-
mittee on Finance, the Committee on
Government Operations, and the Sub-
committee on Rules of the Committee on
Rules and Administration were author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate today.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that immediately
following the quorum call there may be
the customary morning hour for the
transaction of routine business, under
the wusual 2-minute limitation on
speeches.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob=
jection, it is so ordered.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Alken Gore Mansfield
Bennett Hayden Murray
Bricker Hill Payne

Burke Holland Robertson
Butler Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Clements Eerr Smith, Maine
Dirksen Kilgore Thye
Dworshak Knowland Welker
Flanders Langer Wiley
Gillette Lehman Willlams

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS]
is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Kerauver] and the Senator from Arkan=
sas [Mr. McCLELLAN] are absent on offi-
cial business.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
not present.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
move that the Sergeant at Arms be di-
rected to request the attendance of ab-
sent Senators.

The motion was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sergeant
at Arms will execute the order of the
Senate.

After a little delay, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr.
BARRETT, Mr. BeaLr, Mrs. BOWRING, Mr.
ERipGES, Mr. BusH, Mr. Byrp, Mr. CAPE~
HART, Mr. CARLSON, Mr. CasE, Mr. CHAVEZ,
Mr. CooPER, Mr. CORGON, Mr. CRIPPA, Mr.
DanrerL, Mr. Dovucras, Mr. Durr, Mr.
EASTLAND, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. ERvIN, Mr.
FERGUSON, Mr. Frear, Mr. FULBRIGHT,
Mr. GEORGE, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. GREEN,
Mr. HENDRICKSON, Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr,
HuMmpHREY, Mr. IvEs, Mr. JACKSON, Mr.
JENNER, Mr. JounsoN of Colorado, Mr.
JonnsToN of South Carolina, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. KucHEL, Mr. LENNON, Mr.
Long, Mr. MacNUsOoN, Mr. MALONE, Mr.
MARTIN, Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. McCARRAN,
Mr. McCARTHY, Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. MON-
RONEY, Mr. Morsg, Mr. Munbpt, Mr.
NegLy, Mr. PasTtorg, Mr. POTTER, Mr.
PURTELL, Mr. RE¥YNOLDS, Mr. RUSSELL,
Mr. SCHOEPPEL, Mr. SMATHERS, Mr. SMITH
of New Jersey, Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. STEN-
Nis, Mr. SyMINGTON, Mr. UpToN, Mr.
Watkins, and Mr, Younc entered the
Chamber and answered to their names.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present.

Routine business is now in order.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

PauL A. SMITH

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to authorize the President to place Paul A,
Bmith, a commissioned officer of the Coast
and Geodetic Survey, on the retired list, in
the grade of rear admiral (lower half) in
the Coast and Geodetic Survey, at the time
of his retirement, with entitlement to all
benefits pertaining to any officer retired in
such grade (with an accompanying paper);
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

REPORT ON TORT CLAIMS PAID BY DEPARTMENT
OF AGRICULTURE

A letter from the Administrative Assistant
Secretary, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on tort
claims paid by that Department for the
period July 1, 1953, to June 30, 1954 (with
an accompanying report); to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr.
CarLsoN and Mr. JoHnsTtoNn of South
Carolina members of the committee on
the part of the Senate.

EXPRESSION OF THANKS FOR AS-
SISTANCE GIVEN MEXICAN CITI-
ZENS DURING RECENT FLOODS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the

Senate a letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of State, transmitting a translation
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of a note from the Ambassador of Mexi-
co, expressing the appreciation of the
Government and people of Mexico for
the assistance given to Mexican citizens
in the border area during the recent
floods along the Rio Grande, which, with
the accompanying paper, was referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

RECLAMATION—TELEGRAM FROM
EXECUTIVE HEAD OF RURAL
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVES, BIS-
MARCEK, N. DAK.,

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I am
in receipt of a telegram from R. G.
Harens, executive head »f the Rural
Electric Cooperatives, Bismarck, N.
Dak., embodying a resolution adopted
by that organization at Bismarck,
N. Dak., relating to the problem of rec-
lamation. I ask unanimous consent
that the telegram be appropriately re-
ferred and printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the tele-
gram was referred to the Committee on
Appropriations, and ordered to be
printed in the REcorbp, as follows:

Bismarck, N. Dax., July 19, 1954,
Senator WiLLiam LANGER,
Washington, D. C.:

May we present for your interest the fol-
lowing resolution:

“Whereas recent experience has forcibly
demonstrated to us the urgent necessity of
having adequate spare transformers in order
to restore service within the shortest pos-
sible time; and

“Whereas it would seem of utmost im-
portance that the Bureau of Reclamation
should have adequate mobile spare trans-
formers located in our region that could
readily be moved to any Bureau substation
in our region where an emergency devel-
oped: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That we, the North Dakota As-
sociation of Rural Electric Cooperatives, in
annual meeting assembled in Bismarck,
N. Dak., this 15th day of July 1954, hereby
urgently recommend that the Bureau of
Reclamation forthwith obtain and hence-
forth maintain in our region such readily
movable spare mobile transformers which
may be transported over our State
highways.”

We urge Congress to appropriate such
funds as may be necessary to accomplish
this in the pending supplemental appropri-
ation bill for the Bureau of Reclamation.

Your help on this matter will be appre-
ciated.

R. G. HARENS.

| —— 1 —

FULL PARITY FOR FARMERS—
LETTER AND PETITION

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I am
in receipt of a letter from Theodore
Carlson, of Dunn Center, N, Dak., trans-
mitting a petition signed by business=
men of Halliday, N. Dak., favoring the
enactment of legislation providing full
parity for farmers. I ask unanimous
consent that the letter and petition be
appropriately referred and printed in
the REcorp, together with the names of
businessmen of Halliday who signed the
petition,

There being no objection, the letter
and petition were referred to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, and
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, to-

July 20

gether with all the signatures thereto,
as follows:

Dunn CeENTER, N. Dax., July 16, 1954,
Hon. Senator WiLLiaM LANGER,
Washington, D. C.

My DeaR SENATOR LANGER: Am sending you
a petition signed by businessmen of Halliday,
N. Dak., backing farmers for full parity.
I thank you for your strong efforts on your
part backing up the farmers program.

I am the chairman of the Dunn County
A. 8. C. in North Dakota. "What can be done,
to retain the old committees, Benson’'s plan
to change all committees is not advisable as
far as I can see it. What can be done to stop
Mr. Benson with his devastating program?
Are farmers going to be the victims of
another period of depression?

With sincere wishes to you and your staff.

Sincerely,
THEODORE CARLSON.

“PARITY FOR THE FARMER"” Say TowN
BUSINESSMEN

Since the State of North Dakota is a major
agricultural State, the businessmen of this
city feel that it is most imperative that we
work side by side with all those who are
attempting to maintain a farm' program
which will enrich and develop the agri-
cultural activities wherever they are a major
industry or source of livelihood. In view of
the above conclusion, the Halliday mer=
chants have adopted the following resolu-
tion:

“Resolved, That we go on record condemn-
ing any effort on the part of any Congress-
man, the Department of Agriculture, or any
agency for attempting to disrupt the present
farm stabilization program, affecting all basic
farm commodities.

“We further resolve that Congress shall not
only maintain 90 percent of parity, but shall
endeavor to establish 100 percent of parity
for basic farm commodities. We do not
favor any tendency toward flexibility of price
support, but urge Congress to maintain a
production control program which is essen-
tial in order to have stabilized price support.

“We further resolve to condemn any form
of prosperity based on war and bloodshed,
but favor a genuinely sane and sound eco-
nomic program, particularly for the pro-
ducer, which shall be based on industry,
security, and individual initiative.

“We further urge all business groups in
other cities of this State as well as those of
other agricultural States to go on record
favoring similar resolutions.”

Maurice Wasem, L. La Plerre, A. L.
Gerhart, Wm. H. Klend, Walter Weisin-
burger, Edwin Rewisgaard, M. C.
Porter, Frank Hoffort, Fred Keller,
Oswald Koehler, Martin L. Bergstadt,
Margaret Goetz, Gordin Perkins,
Edward Messmer, Pauline Wolf, H,
Ainderson, Adam Reichert, Lambert
Gerhart, Elsie C. Swenson, Richard
Weisenburger, Gertrude Robers, Mrs.
Daniel Mann, Frankie Fiegal, O. D.
Weydante, Irene Walth, M. J. Howard,
Frank Martin, Jr,, V. L. Smith, Lloyd
Scelle, Geo. Boeckel, Simon W. Bouch,
Irwin Cuhau, all of Halliday, N. Dak.

PRICE SUPPORTS, ETC.—RESOLU-
TIONS OF NORTH DARKOTA
STOCEMEN'S ASSOCIATION, DICK-
INSON, N. DAK.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I pre-
sent for appropriate reference, and ask

unanimous consent to have printed in
the REecorp, resolutions adopted by the

North Dakota Stockmen'’s Association, at
Dickinson, N. Dak., relating to price sup-
ports, and so forth.
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There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered to
be printed in the REecorp, as follows:

RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED AT THE 25TH ANNUAL
CONVENTION OF THE NORTH DAKOTA STOCK=
MEN'S ASSOCIATION, DicKinsoN, N. Dar.,
JuUNE T7-8-9, 1954

RESOLUTION 1
Price supports

Whereas in the present depressed market
conditions, occasional suggestions have come
forth that the cattlemen should have price
supports on their cattle; and

Whereas the North Dakota Stockmen’s As-
sociation has traditionally opposed govern-
ment handouts and favored a free market
without support or ceiling controls on cat=
tle: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That we oppose any form of
direct Government support for our product.

RESOLUTION 2
Government beef buying

Government beef buying program, which
has recently come to a close after purchases
of about 250 million pounds of beef, repre-
senting about 865,000 of the lower grade beef
animals, has been of great value to the cattle
industry in bolstering sagging cattle prices.

This program, suggested early in 1853 by
the American National Cattlemen's Associa-
tion, is not at the expense of the taxpayer
because purchases were made (1) with sec-
tion 82 funds derived from import duties on
cattle, beef, and beef products, and (2) with
a small percentage of foreign aid funds
already voted.

Most of the purchases under this program
have been for school lunches and the re-
mainder for foreign aid. We believe the
public benefits by the school lunch program
and that it is better to send beef than dollars
to needy foreign nations.

In conducting the program this year, the
Department of Agriculture should plan pur-
chases to coincide with anticipated major
runs of cows and grass beef to market, and
should avold contracting for future delivery
at a date so distant as to encourage specu-
lation en the markets. Also the Department
of Agriculture should arrange any future
beef buying program to begin if the neces-
sity presents itself, and to buy a larger vol-
ume over a longer period and utilize available
mutual aid funds.

RESOLUTION 3
Economy in government

We have seen government spending reach
such astronomical heights that we have felt
it our duty early to call attention to the need
for economy. We feel we should reiterate
our stand in this regard even though some
economics have been effected. There is need
for further retrenchment in spending. As
an example of less government and more
efficient government, we cite and commend
the action of Secretary of Agriculture Benson
in reorganizing his Department. We urge
Congress to scrutinize closely each appropri-
ation for our Federal agencies. We urge
Congress also to eliminate needless agencies
and duplicating services.

RESOLUTION 4
Beef education

Whereas there is a well-recognized need
for more intensive advertising of beef and a
broader public relations campaign for more
intensive research in the field of marketing
and for the development of new uses for beef
and its byproduct, we do therefore endorse
the beef promotion campaign which has been
instituted and do commend for their active
work in this campaign the American Na-
tional Cattlemen’'s Association, the Natlonal
Livestock & Meat Board, the packing indus-
tries, restaurants and cafes, the Cow-Belles,
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both national and local, and most especially
our own Don Short and his commitiee.
RESOLUTION 5
Constitutional amendment
Whereas we believe that the proposed grad-
uated land tax opens the door to discrimina-
tory legislation: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That we oppose this initiated
measure as being un-American in principle.
RESOLUTION -
Calfhood vaccination
Resolved, That we continue our support of
a calfhood vaccination program on a volun-
tary basis for the control and eradication of
brucellosis,
RESOLUTION 7T
World trade
Resolved, That we oppose any favorable
sction on the part of Congress relative to the
report of the Randall Committee.
RESOLUTION 8
Vie Christensen
Our beloved president, Vic Christensen,
passed away last fall. We cannot fully real-
ize the enormity of the loss that Mrs. Christ-
ensen and the family have suffered, but we
as members of this association, which he
helped form and so ably guided through its
25 years of existence express to his wife and
family our sincere sorrow at this time.
RESOLUTION 8
Departed members
Since we last met we have lost through
death a number of our other members. We
miss the friendship and council of these
men, and we as members of the North Da-
kota Stockmen's Association wish hereby to
express our heartfelt sorrow and our deepest
sympathy to their families in the loss of
these our friends.
RESOLUTION 10
Thanks
The city of Dickinson has afforded us a fine
and successful convention. Therefore we
wish sincerely to thank those organizations
and individuals who have provided us with
facilities, refreshments, and entertainment.
We wish also to thank our convention
speakers, the several committees, our presi-
dent, our officers, generally our secretary and
his staff for their work in our behalf.

USE OF SURPLUS FOOD FOR OVER-
SEAS AID—TELEGRAM

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I present
a telegram which I was glad to receive
from Mrs. M. B. Hodge, on behalf of the
National Council of American Baptist
Women, Green Lake, Wis.,, who vigor-
ously endorses our sound program for
overseas relief aid through encouraging
the work of voluntary agencies.

I ask unanimous consent that the tele-
gram be printed in the REcorp, and ap-
propriately referred.

There being no objection, the telegram
was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations, and ordered to be printed
in the REcorD, as follows:

GREEN LARE, Wis., July 16, 1954,
Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

National Council American Baptist Women
in session Green Lake, Wis., wholeheartedly
endorses action to release surplus food to
voluntary agencies for shipment overseas.
We pledge effort to increase funds for dis-
tribution abroad., Urge you to continue to
use every device to make United States food
resources avalilable to fight world hunger.

Mrs. M. B. HoDGE,
President.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. CORDON, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend-
ment:

H.R.8038. A bill to authorize the convey-
ance to the Hot Springs School District and
to Garland County, Ark., for school and for
other public purposes, of certain land origi=-
nally donated to the United States and situ-
ated in Hot Springs National Park, Ark., and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 1939).

By Mr. LANGER, from the Committee on
the Judicliary, without amendment:

S.3104. A bill for the relief of Theodore J.
Harris (Rept. No. 1948);

S.3105. A bill for the relief of Stanley Ryd-
zon and Alexander F. Anderson (Rept. No.
1949);

$5.3326. A bill for the relief of P. H. Mec-
Connell (Rept. No. 1950);

H.R.3516. A bill for the relief of Anna K.
MecQuilkin (Rept. No. 1951); and

H.R. 5986. A bill for the relief of Harold
E. Wahlberg (Rept. No. 1952).

By Mr. LANGER, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, with an amendment:

S.17. A bill to provide general rules of
practice and procedure before Federal agen-
cies (Rept. No. 1953);

S.1692. A bill for the relief of Francis C.
Pollard (Rept. No. 1954);

5. 3076. A bill to provide for the reimburse=
ment of Meadow School Distriet No. 29, Up-
ham, N. Dak., for loss of revenue resulting
from the acquisition of certain lands within
such school district by the Department of
the Interior (Rept. No. 1955);

8.3517. A bill to amend section 144 of
title 28 of the United States Code (Rept. No.
1956) ;

H. R.2024. A bill for the relief of Frank L,
Peyton (Rept. No. 1957);

H.R.3008. A bill for the relief of Esther
Smith (Rept. No. 1958);

H.R.30561. A bill for the relief of Frank
G. Eoch (Rept. No. 1859); and

H.R.5093. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Dorothy J. Willlams, widow of Melvin Ed-
ward Willlams (Rept. No. 1960).

By Mr. LANGER, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, with amendments:

S.47. A bill for the relief of Joseph Andrew
Wright (Rept. No. 1961);

8.1022, A bill for the relief of L. R.
Swarthout and the legal guardian of Harold
Swarthout (Rept. No. 1862);

8. 3304. A bill conferring jurisdiction upon
the Court of Claims of the United States to
consider and render judgment on the claim
of the Cuban-American Sugar Co., against
the United States (Rept. No. 1963);

H.R.4176. A bill for the relief of Charles
R. Logan (Rept. No. 1964); and

H. R.5460. A bill for the relief of Chancy
C. Newsom (Rept. No. 1965).

By Mr. WELEER, from the Committee on
the Judiclary, with amendments:

H.R.2163. A bill for the relief of Lillian
Schlossberg (Rept. No. 1940).

By Mr. McCARTHY, from the Committee
on Government Operations, without amend-
ment:

H.R.179. A bill to amend section 7 of the
Administrative Expenses Act of 1946, as
amended (Rept. No. 1944); and

H.R.8501. A bill to provide for the con-
veyance of certain land in Sumter County,
Ga., to the Americus and Sumter County
Chamber of Commerce (Rept. No. 1945).

By Mr. McCARTHY, from the Committee
on Government Operations, with an amend-
ment: .

H. R. 8020. A bill authorizing the transfer
of certain property of the United States Gov=
ernment (in EKlamath County, Oreg.) to
the State of Oregon (Rept. No. 1946).
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By Mr. MUNDT, from the Committee on
Government Operations, with amendments:

H.R.8753. A bill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1049, as amended, to authorize the Adminis-
trator of General Services to establish and
operate motor vehicle pcols and systems and
to provide office furniture and furnishings
when agencies are moved to new locations,
to direct the administrator to report the
unauthorized use of Government motor
vehicles, and to authorize the United States
Civil Service Commission to regulate opera-
tors of Government-owned motor vehicles,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1941).

By Mr. ERVIN, from the Committee on
Government Operations, without amend-
ment:

8.3709. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of certain real property to the town of
Beaufort, N, C. (Rept. No. 1942); and

H. R.6658. A bill to provide for the con-
veyance of certain lands by the United
States to the county of Cumberland, State of
North Carolina, without remuneration (Rept.
No. 1943).

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 413 OF
THE FOREIGN SERVICE ACT OF
1946—REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, from the
Committee on Foreign Relations, I re-
port an original bill amending section
413 of the Foreign Service Act of 1946,
and I submit a report (No. 1947)
thereon.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received, and the bill will be
placed on the calendar.

The bill (S. 3778) amending section
413 of the Foreign Service Act of 1946,
reported by Mr. WiLey from the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, was read
twice by its title and placed on the cal-
endar.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. POTTER:

S5.8776. A bill to extend the authority of
the American Battle Monuments Com-
mission to all areas in which the Armed
Forces of the United States have conducted
operations since April 6, 1917, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. CARLSON:

8.8777. A bill to provide for the purchase
of bonds to cover postmasters, officers, and
employees of the Post Office Department,
contractors with the Post Office Department,
mail clerks of the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service,

By Mr. WILEY:

S.3778. A bill amending section 413 of the
Foreign Service Act of 1946; placed on the
calendar.

(See the remarks of Mr. WiLey when he re-
ported the above bill from the Committee
on Foreign Relations, which appear under a
separate heading.)

By Mr. LEHMAN:

S.3779. A bill for the relief of Moosa
Ebrahimian; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. SALTONSTALL (by reguest) :

5.3780. A bill to amend the National
Service Life Insurance Act of 1940, as amend-
ed, to assure payment of the full face value
of national service life insurance policies on
which payments were commenced prior to
September 30, 1944; to the Committee on
Finance. .
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AVAILABILITY OF CERTAIN FUNDS
TO COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT
OPERATIONS

Mr. MUNDT submitted the following
resolution (S. Res. 288), which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Government
Operations:

Whereas the Senate Permanent Subcom-
mittee on Investigations of the Committee
on Government Operations has incurred ex-
traordinary expenses as a result of the re-
cent inguiry conducted by a special subcom-
mittee of such permanent subcommittee with
respect to certain charges made by the
Secretary of the Army suggesting improper
influence on the part of the chalrman of
such permanent subcommittee, and certain
members of the staff of such subcommittee,
and certain countercharges made by sald
chairman suggesting coercion on the part of
sald Secretary, and certain other personnel
of the Department of the Army, to halt the
work of such permanent subcommittee; and

Whereas such extraordinary expenses as a
result of such hearing make necessary ad-
ditional funds in order that the Senate
Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations
will be able to carry out its functions; and

Whereas it was unanimously agreed by
such special subcommittee, headed by Sen-
ator MunoT, that it would ask the Senate
to reimburse the Committee on Government
Operations for the exact amount of the ex-
penditures necessitated by its special in-
vestigation growing out of such charges and
countercharges rather than to request in
advance a separate fund to meet the esti-
mated costs of the investigation: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations, or any duly authorized
subcommittee thereof, is hereby authorized
to expend from the contingent fund of the
Senate $24,605.67, in addition to the amount,
and for the same purposes and during the
same period, specified in Senate Resolution
189, 83d Congress, agreed to February 2,
1954.

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1954—
AMENDMENT

Mr. ANDERSON submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (S. 3052) to encourage a stable,
prosperous, and free agriculture and for
other purposes, which was ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU-
TION REFERRED

The following bills and joint resolution
were severally read twice by their titles,
and referred as indicated:

H.R.1843. An act to increase the retired
pay of certain members of the former Light-
house Service; and

H.R.8898. An act to amend section 401
(e) (2) of the Civil Aeronautics Act, as
amended; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

H.R.4118. An act to authorize the prepa-
ration of rolls of persons of Indian blood
whose ancestors were members of certain
tribes or bands in the State of Oregon, and
to provide for per capita distribution of
funds arising from certain judgments in
favor of such tribes or bands;

H. R. 5832. An act to authorize the Com-
missioner of Public Lands of the Territory
of Hawaili to sell public lands to certain
lessees, permittees, and others;

H.R. 6814. An act to facilitate the acqui-
sition of non-Federal land within areas of
the National Park System, and for other
purposes;
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H.R.7568. An act to authorize and direct
the Farm Loan Board of Hawail to convey
certain land and to ratify and confirm cer-
tain acts of said Farm Loan Board;

H.R.7912. An act to abolish the Old Kas-
aan National Monument, Alaska, and for
other purposes; and

H.R.8205. An act to authorize the con-
veyance by the Secretary of the Interior to
Virginia Electric & Power Co., of a per=-
petual easement of right-of-way for electric
transmission line purposes across lands of
the Richmond National Battlefield Park, Va.,
such easement to be granted in exchange
for, and in consideration of, the conveyance
for park purposes of approximately 6 acres
of land adjoining the park; to the Commit-
tee on Interlor and Insular Affairs.

H.R.5796. An act to amend the Bank-
ruptcy Act to make tax liens of States and
their subdivisions valid against trustees in
bankruptey; and

H. J. Res. 359. Joint resolution designating
the period from October 11 to Octcber 18,
inclusive, 1954, as National Nurse Week; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

H. R.6223. An act to amend section 87 of
the National Defense Act of June 3, 1916,
as amended (32 U. 8. C. 47), to relieve the
States from accountability and pecuniary
Hability for property lost, damaged, or de-
stroyed except in cases where it shall appear
that the loss, damage, or destruction of the
property was due to carelessness or negli-
gence or could have been avolded by the
exercise of reasonable care;

H.R.7734. An act to amend section 47 of
the National Defense Act concerning the re-
quirement for bond covering certain property
issued by the United States for use by Re-
serve Officers’ Trailning Corps units main-
tained at educational institutions; and

H.R.9302. An act to permit retired mem-
bers of the uniformed services to revoke
elections made under the Uniformed Services
Contingency Option Act of 1953 in certain
cases where the elections were made because
of mathematical errors or misinformation;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 6393. An act granting the consent
and approval of Congress to an interstate
forest fire protection compact; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry,

NOTICE OF HEARING ON OMNIBUS
FLOOD CONTROL-RIVERS AND
HAREORS BILL, H. R. 9859

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, on behalf
of the Subcommittee on Flood Control-
Rivers and Harbors of the Committee on
Public Works, I desire to give notice that
public hearings have been scheduled for
Thursday, July 22, 1954, at 9:30 a. m. in
room 412, Senate Office Building, on the
omnibus flood control-rivers and harbors
bill, H. R. 9859. We expect to take up
those additional projects which have
been submitted to Congress subsequent
to the conclusion of the hearings by the
House Committee on Public Works.

“WRIT IN WATER"

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, the
history of the arid West has been, and
always will be, literally “writ in water.”

The first Mormon pioneers learned

this the morning after their arrival in
the valley of the Great Salt Lake—107

years ago this week. Only when they
had softened the sun-baked soil with the
waters of a little mountain creek could
they plow and plant their precious seeds,
and only by repeating this process could
they mature their crop.
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This was the first of many lessons in
the vital value of water, from which our
whole pattern of irrigation has devel-
oped. They not only learned to control
and share the precious water in the fer-
tile valleys, but how to catch and save
it on the mountainsides, to which nature
delivered it as snow.

In my State of Utah the availability of
water is everywhere controlling. It die-
tated the location of our early settle-
ments and still controls their size. It
sets the pattern of our economy in indus-
try as well as agriculture. It influences
our social structure and our education,
and will do for all time.

We in the intermountain West want
to share in the new growth and gains
that are envisioned for America. We
think we have great still-dormant values
to contribute to it. But the key to this
is still more water, which we can no
longer get without Federal help. We did
not need help in the beginning. The
men of each community joined to make
best use of the local water sources. We
have appreciated the Federal help we
have had with the intermediate streams,
but we have come to the end of these
now, and the time has arrived when we
must draw on the water bank of last
recourse—the Colorado River.

This is our 107th anniversary, and,
looking back to the empty desert, we are
proud. Looking forward to another cen-
tury, we see a population doubled. The
key then and tomorrow was and will be
water, It will take most of the next cen-
tury to develop the full potential of our
agreed-to share of the Colorado.

We hope that Congress by its author-
ization of the upper Colorado develop-
ment will write in water an assurance
that our next century will be a pros-
perous one.

APOLOGIES TO SENATORS BRIDGES
AND WELKER FOR PEARSON TELE-
CAST

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, on
June 20, over television station WTOP-
TV, Drew Pearson made an unwarranted,
uncalled-for, and cowardly attack, filled
with untruths, against two outstanding
Members of the United States Senate,
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Brinces] and the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. WELKER].

The sponsors of the Pearson telecast,
the Capital Transit Co., recognizing the
gross errors in the telecast, have written
letters to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. BringEs] and the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. WELKER] apologizing for the
telecast.

I ask unanimous consent that both
letters be incorporated in the REecorp at
this point.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Carrrar Trawnsit Co.,
Washington, D. C., July 12, 1954.
Hon. STYLES BRIDGES,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR BRIDGES: On behalf of Capi-
tal Transit Co., I want you to know how
much we regret any embarrassment that

may have been caused you by the statements
which were made about you in the telecast

. of your colleagues.
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by Mr. Drew Pearson over station WTOP-TV,
Washington, D. C., on June 20, 1954.

As you know, Capital Transit Co. spon-
sored a series of weekly telecasts by Mr. Pear-
son. However, I am sure you realize that
Capital Transit Co. had no control over what
Mr. Pearson said in his telecasts. In fact,
at the conclusion of each telecast a state-
ment was made that, “The views expressed
were those of Mr. Pearson and not necessarily
those of Capital Transit or this station.”

Being fully aware of your long and dis-
tinguished record of public service both in
the United States Senate and in your own
State, we do not believe that you would be
a party to a plan to intentionally injure one
If we had had an op-
portunity to review Mr. Pearson's script be-
fore he went on the air, we would have de-
manded that the references to you be deleted.

We do not intend to renew our contract
with Mr. Pearson.

Again, we want you to know that we regret
exceedingly that Mr. Pearson referred to you
in his telecast of June 20, and to assure you
unequivocally that Mr. Pearson’s statements
in the aforementioned telecast in no way re-
flected the views of Capital Transit Co.

With kindest personal regards, I am,

Yours sincerely,
J. A. B. BROADWATER,
President.

CarrTar TransiT Co.,
Washington, D. C., July 12, 1954.
Hon. HERMAN WELKER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SENATOR WELKER: On behalf of Capi-
tal Transit Co., I want you to know how much
we regret any embarrassment that may have
been caused you by the statements which
were made about you in the telecast by Mr.
Drew Pearson over Station WTOP-TV, Wash-
ington, D. C.,, on June 20, 1954,

As you know, Capital Transit Co. spon-
sored a series of weekly telecasts by Mr.
Pearson. However, I am sure you realize
that Capital Transit Co. had no control over
what Mr. Pearson sald in his telecasts. In
fact, at the conclusion of each telecast a
statement was made that *“the views ex-
pressed were those of Mr. Pearson and not
necessarily those of Capital Transit or this
station.”

Being fully aware of your long and dis-
tinguished record of public service both in
the United States Senate and in your own
State, we do not believe that you would be
a party to a plan to intentionally injure one
of your colleagues. If we had had an op-
portunity to review Mr. Pearson’s script be-
fore he went on the alr, we would have de-
manded that the references to you be deleted.

We do not intend to renew our contract
with Mr. Pearson.

Again, we want you to know that we regret
exceedingly that Mr. Pearson referred to you
in his telecast of June 20, and to assure you
unequivocally that Mr. Pearson’s statements
in the aforementioned telecast in no way
reflected the views of Capital Transit Co.

With kindest personal regards, I am,

Yours sincerely,
J. A. B. BROADWATER,
President.

REHABILITATION OF THE HANDI-
CAPPED—A MAJOR ACHIEVEMENT
OF 83D CONGRESS

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, one of
the great achievements of the 83d Con-
gress is the adoption of the conference
report on the bill which provides for a
greatly expanded program of rehabilita-
tion for the physically handicapped.

I believe that all officials at Federal,
State, and local levels who contributed
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to the success of this legislation, and the
American Federation of the Physically
Handicapped, which helped spearhead
the public drive for it, as well as other
sources, are to be congratulated on this
outstanding accomplishment.

I send to the desk the text of an
article which had been written by Dr.
Howard A. Rusk, as carried in the New
York Times of July 11, following the
passage of the Senate version. Dr. Rusk
pointed up the welcome degree of una-
nimity which had been recorded on this
legislation.

I ask unanimous consent that the
article be printed in the body of the
RECORD.

There being no cbjection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

BriLL To AID THE HANDICAPPED STIRS ONLY
PoSITIVE DISSENT—OCRITICISM OF BSENATE
MEeASURE AS NoT GIvING ENOUGH HELP PRE-
CEDEs UNANIMOUS VOTE

(By Howard A. Rusk, M. D.)

A long cherished dream of those concerned
with rehabilitation services for the handi-
capped approached fruition last week when
both the Senate and the House unanimously
passed legislation greatly increasing the
scope of the Nation’s program in this field.

This action represents the second of two
major steps requested by President Eisen=
hower in his message to Congress in January.

The first, which was passed by the Con=-
gress and is now awaiting the President’s
signature, was a section of the Hill-Burton
hospital-construction legislation. This au=-
thorized an expenditure of $10 million a year
for the next 5 years for grants to States,
counties, municipalities, and nonprofit agen=
cies for facilities for rehabilitation services.

Although a number of amendments
adopted by both the House and the Senate
must now be resolved in conference, the
major provisions of the legislation passed
last week are:

Broadening the scope of the current Fed-
eral-State vocational rehabilitation program
under which 60,000 disabled persons are re-
habilitated each year, under the new act,
this number will be expanded to 70,000 next
year and 100,000 in 1956, and increased sub=-
sequently until a goal of 200,000 is reached
in 1959.

Authorizing the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare to conduct a pro=-
gram of grants, stipends, and fellowships to
increase the supply of critically needed phy-
sicians, physical therapists, occupational
therapists, counselors, and other specialized
personnel required for rehabilitation and
for research.

ONLY AREA OF DISAGREEMENT

This was the only phase of the legislation
on which there was disagreement, and even
this was on the positive side. Senator HEgr=-
BERT H. LEEMAN, Democrat, of New York, and
others declared emphatically that in view
of the critical personnel needs the appropri=-
ation of $1 million for this year for training
was unrealistically small.

Increasing State and local responsibility
for administering the Federal-State voca-
tional rehabilitation program by making
possible greater flexibility, less Federal con-
trol, and more responsiveness to the specific
needs of the States in meeting the problems
of their disabled citizens.

This will be accomplished by removing
certain limitations and by requiring the
States to establish their own standards
rather than adhere to those set up by the
Federal Government.

Providing an improved system of Federal
participation in the financing of the Fed-
eral-State vocational rehabilitation program
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under which the States may ultimately as-
sume a larger proportional share of the
financial costs. Both the House and Senate
versions, however, insure that there will be
no reduction of any kind of Federal support
below the present level of operation in any
State.

The bills, introduced in the upper Chamber
by Senator H. ALEXANDER SmITH, Republican,
of New Jersey, and in the House by Repre-
sentative SamuEeL K. McCoNNELL, Jr., Repub-
lican, of Pennsylvania, will increase the Fed-
eral investment in rehabilitation in the next
year from the current $23 million to $30
million.

As Senator WiLriam A. PurTELL, Republi-
can, of Connecticut, told the Senate: “The
committee believes this bill would accom-
plish two things that are essential in an
expansion of vocational rehabilitation serv-
ices for the disabled. First, the bill provides
State agencies with a maximum of responsi-
bility and operational freedom to carry out
that responsibility. Second, it provides ex-
yress authority to the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare to perform the Fed-
eral functions which are clearly necessary
for the success of any major undertaking in
this Federal-State partnership.”

INVESTIGATIONS ALSO PROVIDED

Other major features of the new legislation
are provisions that:

The Department shall make studies, inves-
tigations, demonstrations, and reports on
various aspects of the problems of disabled
people and their needs.

The Secretary is authorized to render tech-
nical assistance to the States in the conduct
of their rehabilitation programs.

The Federal Government shall participate
in the establishment of sheltered workshops
under public and nonprofit auspices where
severely disabled persons are able to work
for pay.

The Senate version also provides for the
establishment of a National Advisory Coun-
cil on Vocational Rehabilitation to review
applications for special project grants of im-
portance in rehabilitation and to make rec=
ommendations to the Secretary on such
projects.

Both the social and economic wisdom of
this new legislation expanding rehabilitation
services for the handicapped has been re-
peatedly demonstrated. It is estimated, for
example, that from savings in public welfare
relief costs and from increased tax revenues
by the rehabilitation of increased numbers
of currently nonproductive persons into tax-
paying citizens, the Federal and State Gov-
ernments will receive back $4 for each dollar
invested in this new program. The social
values which will accrue are immeasurable.

ADMINISTRATORS CONFIDENT

To increase the number of handicapped
persons rehabilitated under the Federal-
State vocational rehabilitation = program
from the current 60,000 a year to 200,000 will
not be an eacy job even under the new
legislation. It will require the development
of new rehabilitation centers and services
and a greatly accelerated program of train-
ing professional rehabilitation personnel.
Those responsible for the administration of
the program, however, believe that this can
be done.

There are two factors of great significance
in the unanimous action of the House and
the Sznate last week. The first is that for
the first time in our Nation's history we are
approaching the problem of disability boldly
by planning by 1959 to rehabilitate each year
200,000 of the 250,000 persons who are per-
manently disabled annually.

The second is that rather than approaching
the problem in a piecemeal fashion, Con-
gress, at the urgent request of the President,
has provided a balanced program aimed at
increasing rehabilitation faecilities, training
more personnel, discovering new knowledge
and techniques through research and demon-
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stration projects, and establishing adequate
and sound financing.

. With theee tools there is reason to be con-
fident that the goal will be achieved and the
words “new hope for the handicapped” will
become a reality.

PURE MILK ASSOCIATION RECOM-
MENDS 90 PERCENT PARITY

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I was
pleased to receive from the distinguished
president of the Pure Milk Producers Co-
operative, representing 18,000 dairy fam-
ilies in America’s dairyland, a message
endorsing the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee’s version of farm parity mainte-
nance. The telegram came from Bill
Groves, one of the great dairy leaders
of my State and of the Nation, a personal
friend, and a fine American.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed at this point in the body of the
Recorp as a sound indication of grass-
roots thinking in the heart of America.

There being no objection, the telegram
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,

as follows:
FonNp pu Lac, Wis., July 16, 1954.
Hon, ALEXANDER WILEY,
Member of Congress,
Senate Office Building:

The State Board of Pure Milk Products
Cooperative has adopted a resolution strongly
endorsing Senate bill No. 3052. This bill
supports dairy prices at 85 percent of parity.
The board which represents 18,000 dairy fam-
ilies urges you to support this measure.

Wa. P, Guoves,
President, Pure Milk Products
Cooperative,

USE OF SURPLUS FOODS TO HELP
EUROPEAN FLOOD VICTIMS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
rise to urge the administration to act
speedily and hastily in order to alleviate
the suffering now taking place in central
Europe, particularly in Bavaria and Aus-
tria, as a result of the severe floods that
have hit that area. Hundreds of thou-
sands of Europeans—men, women, and
children—are today suffering from hun-
ger, poverty, and dislocation as a result
of these floods. Newspaper reports indi-
cate that the wheat crop is lost, cattle
have been destroyed, and homes are
gone.

This presents us with a challenge.
Large stocks of surplus crops are now in
storage in this country. I suggest that
we share our surplus with these under-
privileged peoples. Congress has already
expressed by legislation its desire that
the Government of the United States do
just this with our surplus food and fiber.
This is written into law—it remains only
for the administration to act. I call,
therefore, upon the administration to act
immediately to ship butter, dried milk,
wheat, beans, and other essentials of liv-
ing to help those who suffer.

It is my conviction that it is our reli-
gious duty to do this, and it is also in
our national self-interest.

I again say that, as a matter of justice
and common friendship, and as an ex-
pression of generosity on the part of the
American people, the shipment of sur-
plus supplies, particularly into the areas
of Austria, where the people have dem-
onstrated their desire for freedom, and
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into the areas of Bavaria, where flood-
waters have demolished many commu-
nities, would be a most worthy project.
Certainly it deserves the immediate at-
tention of the responsible officials of the
administration.

CIVIL SERVICE, PATRONAGE AND
THE EISENHOWER ADMINISTRA-
TION

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, the
Washington Post and Times Herald,
under the ownership of the eminent Mr.
Eugene Meyer, and the management of
his distinguished son-in-law, Mr. Philip
Graham, is one of the few great, in-
fluential and praiseworthy newspapers of
the Nation. To my regret, it vigorously
and effectually supported General Eisen-
hower’s candidacy for President of the
United States. Until it made that un-
fortunate error, it could have justifiably
sung after the manner of the Sheriff of
Nottingham in Robin Hood—

I never yet have made one mistake,
I'd like to—Ifor variety's sake.

But, alas, that degree of absolute per-
fection has been irretrievably lost.
However, the Post, which recently be-
came the Post and Times Herald, still is
and will, in my opinion, long continue to
be one of the country's outstanding
dailies.

Yesterday it carried a timely and im-
portant article by Mr. Jerry Kluttz en-
titled “Drive for Patronage Seeks Added
Jobs,” which should be brought fo the
attention of all patriotic men and wo-
men who believe in decency and integ-
rity in government. As a service to the
public in general and to the Federal em-
ployees in particular, I purpose to read
this article to the Senate, from beginning
to end, in order that it may appear in the
body of the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, and
thus obtain wider publicity. It is as
follows:

The Eisenhower administration is mak-
ing a determined effort to assume partisan
political control over many thousands of
Federal jobs both in and out of the civil-
service system.

The drive for patronage is being directed
from the White House.

The Republican National Committee set
up an elaborate system here to “clear”
people down to the precinct level for both
Federal appointments and promotions,

Army, Navy, Air Force, Foreign Operations
and bipartisan agencies that have been more
or less Insulated from political patronage
demands In the past are not excluded from
the present drive for jobs.

It is routine—and expected—for the ad-
ministration in power to exercise political
control over many jobs outside the civil serv-
ice and other merit systems such as those
operated by TVA, FBI, ete.

But the current drive also includes some
jobs under the civil-service systemy, jobs
which are supposed to be free from partisan
political considerations and to be filled on
the basis of merit.

Outside the Post Office Department, where
politics has been considered for years in ap-
pointments and promotions to many of its
jobs, civil service and otherwise, the civil-
service system In general has been relatively

“free of partisan political influences.

A high-ranking official says the present
Civil Service Commission “seems to have
closed its eyes" to the growing influence of
partisan political considerations on appoint-
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ments t0 some of the jobs under its merit
system.

The patronage drive; now well under way,
has helped to silence demands on the Eisen-
hower administration for jobs from GOP
M2mbers of Congress and from the Republi-
can National Committee.

Soon after the Eisenhower administration
was swept into power, the Republican.Na-
c¢ional Committee, as was expected, at-
tempted to dictate appointments to many
Federal jobs.

At first, the committee had very little
success. Its officials were told repeatedly
that this or that job in question was under
civil service or the person in it had either
permanent eivil-service status or veterans’
preference rights.

- Gradually, however, a few of the agencies
began to clear appointments, including those
for some civil-service jobs, with the com-
mittee. This was done through a top-level
appointee in the agency whose job is to
check the political angle on appointments
and promotions.

A notable example of political operation
along this line is Harold Stassen's Foreign
Operations Agency, where even stenogra-
phers and clerks have been required to pro-
duce the proper political clearance. No ap-
pointment or promotion can be finally ap-
proved In the agency unless it has the ap-
proval of the lady there who is Stassen’s liai-
son with the administration’s political arm.
© Other agencies, however, continued to
make appointments and promotions within
the civil-service process and they did not
clear them in advance with the Republican
National Committee.

Somewhere along the line came a recent
showdown at the White House and the de-
-cision -there was apparently cast with the
pa‘ronage forces. .

- In recent weeks, agency heads have re-
ceived “Confidential: Not for publication™
letters on White House stationery, in which
they were directed to clear certain of their
jobs with the committee before making ap-
pointments to them.

Strangely, the letters were not signed.
Only a small supply was printed. Report-
edly, they were delivered by hand to some
agency heads for their information only.
Frecautions were taken to keep copies from
the public eye.

However, it is reported on excellent au-
thority that many agency heads have been
instructed either by letter or orally to clear
appointments to these jobs with the Repub=
lican National Committee.

Jobs in grade 14 (89,600 starting salary)
and upward irrespective of whether they are
in or out of the civil-service system;

So-called 303-jobs, positions under civil
gervice but which the CSC cannot fill with
sufficient qualified eligibles. In such cases
CSC authorizes the agencies to hire people
on the open market for them. The agencies,
however, are supposed to require appointees
to meet minimum CS standards for the jobs,
to follow veterans' preference, etc.

Jobs, such as attorneys and others, outside
the civil service system.

Even though the White House directive on
Jjobs was unsigned, officials assume it came
from the office of Sherman Adams, the as-
sistant to the President. Adams’ assistant
‘'on patronage matters is Charles F, Willis, Jr.,
and he is the contact man with the National
Committee and most agency officials.

Despite the directive, several agency hedds
whose jobs are under civil service are said
not to have cooperated to the point desired
by the patronage forces.

One top-rank official, an Elsenhower ap-
pointee, is sald to have threatened to resign
with a blast at the patronage drive.

Meantime CSC, the agency charged with
strengthening the merit system, is compliling
details on many thousands of non-civil-
service jobs which will be turned over to the
patronage forces,
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Mr. President, the foregoing supplies
highly convincing but wholly unneces-
sary, additional evidence that the great
Eisenhower crusade for political purity,
which began as a fraudulent farce, has
become a notorious fizzle. The great
crusader, as he boarded the train in
Denver for the Chicago convention which
nominated him, said:

I'm going to roar clear across the country
for a clean, decent operation. The American
people deserve it.

Mr. President, please let me appeal to
you to roar across the country, or at
least from the White House to the near-
est golf course, for “a clean, decent op-
eration” for all the Government’s meri-
torious civil service employees. They
deserve it. Please protect these faithful
public servants against the devastating
White House-directed patronage drive
to which the foregoing article from the
Washington Post and Times Herald re-
fers, and thus restore some of the former
confidence in your administration which
long since vanished away.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr., ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration
of executive business,

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE
The following favorable report of a
nomination was submitted:
By Mr. CORDON, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:
Clarence A. Davis, of Nebraska, to be

Under Secretary of the Interior, vice Ralph
A. Tudor, resigned.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be
no further reports of committees, the
secretary will state the nominations on
the Executive Calendar,

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGES

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Emett C. Choate to be United States
district judge for the southern district
of Florida.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Fred M. Taylor to be United States
district judge for the distriet of Idaho.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without oh=-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

NOMINATIONS PASSED OVER

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
next two nominations on the Executive
Calendar, that of Herbert S. Boreman, to
be United States district judge for the
northern district of West Virginia, and
that of Joseph E. Hines to be United
States attorney for the western district
of South Carolina be passed over.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I

have no objection to passing those
nominations over today. I hope we

may consider them at a very early date.
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I may say
that I know of no specific objection to
either of these nominees. However,
this is the first time their names have
appeared on the Executive Calendar, and
we have been unable to make the re-
quired clearance. As soon as I am able
to do it, I shall notify the distinguished
majority leader. I am sure we will be
able to take prompt action.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the
nominations confirmed today.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the President will be notified
forthwith of the nominations confirmed
today.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideraiion of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to; and the

Senate resumed the consideration of

legislative business.

ADDITIONAL OFFICIALS IN TREAS-
URY DEPARTMENT

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the amendments of the House of
Representatives to the bill (S. 3605) to
abolish the offices of Assistant Treasurer
and Assistant Register of the Treasury
and to provide for an Under Secretary
for Monetary Affairs and ‘an additional
Assistant Secretary in the Treasury De-
partment, which were, on page 1, line 4,
strike out (39" and insert “(31”, and on
page 3, line 3, strike out “234.” and insert
“SEc. 234.”

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the
bill, S. 3605, passed the Senate some
time ago. Amendments were made to it
in the House, which are purely technical
in character. The matter has been
cleared with the minority, and, at the
request of the chairman of the Senate
Finance Committee [Mr. MiLLixmn], I
move that the Senate concur in the
House amendments.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from California.

The motion was agreed to.

SALE OF CERTAIN WAR-BUILT PAS-
SENGER-CARGO VESSELS — CON-
FERENCE REPORT

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I sub=
mit a report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the joint resolution (H. J. Res.
534) to authorize the Secretary of Com=
merce to sell certain war-built passen-
ger-cargo vessels, and for other pur-
poses. I ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of the report.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
wonder if the Senator from Maryland
will withhold his motion. I think we
can make progress with the conference
report if the minority and majority lead-
ers have an opportunity to clear the
matter. I think we can do it in a fairly
short period of time.
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Mr. BUTLER. I will say to the ma-
jority leader that I have already con-
ferred with Members on the minority
side, and the report is a unanimous
report.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I understand that,
but the acting minority leader has not
been informed——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Maryland withdraw the
report at this time?

Mr. BUTLER. Yes, Mr. President.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will eall the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

Mr, BUTLER. I object.

Mr. GORE. I do so at the request of
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiL-
LIAMS].

Mr. BUTLER. I withdraw the objec-
tion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from Tennessee. The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

THE PROBLEM OF THE JUNIOR
SENATOR FROM WISCONSIN

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, the
objective of the junior Senator from Ver=
mont in recent speeches and motions has
been to end the harmful influence of the
junior Senator from Wisconsin in the
affairs of the Senate, the Nation, and the
world. His activities have not always
been harmful. He has done some useful
work in his chosen field of hunting out
Communists but this has been greatly
overadvertised and overestimated. For
evidence of this I would call the at-
tention of the Senate to the series of
articles which appeared last week in
the Scripps-Howard newspapers under
the byline of Frederick Woltman,
The material which Mr, Woltman pre-
sents is factual and is taken from the
record.

‘While my purpose is to end the harm-
ful influence referred to, it is conceiv-
able that the Senator might do this on
his own account by promptly announc-
ing a complete change of method and
policy. That opportunity has been of-
fered in a spirit of Christian charity. In
the absence of such a public statement
we must proceed to whatever means may
best be devised for keeping him from
continuing in the future the damage
which he has done in the past.

Many times the junior Senator from
Vermont has been asked, “Why do you
raise these matters now? Why did you
not raise them long ago instead of at the
end of a crowded session of Congress?”
The answer to that is that I have long
been uneasy with regard to this matter,
and it was the accumulation of uneasi-
ness which led me to make my first
speech on this subject un the floor of the
Senate on March 9, as reported on page
2886 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
From that time on, however, events and
evidences have accumulated and par-
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ticularly have been falling into patterns
of a most disturbing sort. Perhaps a
better way of explaining it is to say that
the figure of the Senator has been fitting
into a series of frames which I will now
proceed to describe,

The first frame is that of the history
of civilizations, and of our own civiliza-
tion in particular, and leads to the rea-
sonable speculation that ours has passed
through its maturity and is approaching
its end. Let me say at once that this is
a personal opinion. I do not expect
others to join in this thought with me
unless they, too, have heen studying the
life history of civilizations in the works
of such historians as Flinders Petrie,
Oswald Spengler, and Arnold Toynbee.

These authors arrange the facts of
history in different ways and give it dif-
ferent interpretations. All three, how-
ever, agree that civilizations are born, go
through a period of youth, come to ma-
turity, and then decline into an old age
which ends in death or continuing decay.

In particular Arnold Toynbee ex-
pressed the conviction that all civiliza-
tions end in a time of troubles through
which none has successfully passed. We
seem to be in our time of troubles now.
One of the aspects of the time of
troubles of our country is that, willy
nilly, our country exercises the leader-
ship of the world during this period of
crisis. It should so act that the world
locks to it with confidence and support
for leadership, which will, for the first
time in human history, bring our civili-
zation safely through. This is the frame,
What picture shall we put within it?

‘We put within it a picture of confusion
in leadership to which the Senator from
Wisconsin has made a major contribu-
tion. The picture is that of the Sena-
tor's two assistants—Messrs. Cohn and
Schine—in their fantastic and riotous
gallimaufry through the capitals of the
Western World. This picture is not a
still; it can only be shown as a slapstick
movie. One reputable American corre-
spondent reported a slapping of one by
the other in a Frankfort hotel corridor.
His paper did not publish the dispatch
but a German paper did. Another event
was reported to be the jumping of their
hotel bill in Paris, leaving the Embassy
to pick up the check.

No one who has not been in contact
with responsible citizens of Europe can
imagine the disgust and dismay which
the incidents of this expedition brought
to our reputation and influence. This is
the contribution of our Senator to world
leadership,

The next frame to which I would di-
rect the attention of the Senate is that
which has been constructed out of my
experience of repeated visits to Germany
in the period between the two World
Wars. In those visits I saw the growing
power of communism which formed the
basis of Hitler’s rise to power. I saw the
German people at various periods dur-
ing that rise. Since my visits were busi-
ness visits, I had an opportunity to talk
to Germans on more intimate terms
than would be the case of the casual
traveler. Furthermore, since these visits
were spaced at intervals of two or more
years apart, they enabled me to see the
social, political, and moral alteration of
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the nation and its people far more clear-
ly than would have been the case had I
lived there continuously during the pe-
riod and been conscious only of day-to-
day events.

In the first place the excuse for Hit-
ler's intervention was far greater than
for that of our Senator. In Berlin in
1926 the Communists were rioting in the
streets and were being dispersed by
streams of water from the hoses of the
fire departments. On a railroad journey
from Diisseldorf to Berlin, as the train
climbed out of the Ruhr Valley onto the
plateau, we passed a prison which, as we
passed, blossomed forth with hands
clenched in the Communist salute. Ger-
many was in infinitely more danger than
we are, although our dangers are real.

Hitler exploited the issue of commu-
nism, and on it he rose to power. When
it became convenient, he allied himself
with it. But ultimately he went far
afield from communism. He set his na-
tion against the Jews and brought them
to unimaginable cruelties. He destroyed
the free labor union. He set up his pri-
vate police force and spy system. He
worked toward, and ultimately achieved
for himself, the sole authority in govern-
ment, in business, and in society in gen-
eral. Curiously enough, his financial
support came from wealthy business-
men, some of whom lived to regret the
contributions they had made—while
others did not live at all.

Each of these features finds its paral-
lel, though it must be admitted to a
weaker degree, in the career of the junior
Senator from Wisconsin., The most dis-
turbing resemblance comes in his now
little-remembered crashing the gate in
Senator Baldwin'’s investigation of the
Malmedy massacres. It will be remem-
bered that at Malmedy, armed Nazi ruf-
fians slew unarmed American prisoners.
The junior Senator from Wisconsin
seemed determined to prove that the un-
armed American soldiers were the ag-
gressors, and that the Nazi ruffiians had
been tortured by the buddies of these
American soldiers into making a false
confession. This is one of the most
peculiar passages in all the history of
congressional investigations. It does,
however, fit in neatly with the other
parallels between the amateurish Sena-
tor from Wisconsin and the accomplished
and successful dictator of Germany.

The principal result of that investiga-
tion in the Senate was to play its part
in driving from the Senate floor into the
obscurity of a judicial post one of the
most honorable and fine-spirited men
who has ever graced this body. Ray
Baldwin was too sensitive a soul to with-
stand the “Indian Charlie” tactics of the
Wisconsin Senator.

The parallelism with Hitler is strength-
ened by an analysis of my correspond-
ence. It contains many thousands of
letters supporting my efforts, and signed
by people from all walks of life and from
every religious faith. On the other hand,
there are a significant number of letters
which are unsigned, supporting the

junior Senator from Wisconsin, and
fanatically anti-Semitic in content.

Let us therefore place within this sec-
ond frame a picture of the Senator as
fuehrer, and that perhaps without con-
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scious intention on his part. He is just
naturally going that way.

The third frame is one which I would
bring to the particular attention of my
Republican friends on this floor. OCur
party is 100 years old this year. Though
it has had its ups and downs, we can
look back on that 100 years with enthu-
siasm and inspiration. Whose picture
shall we place in that frame?

Let my Republican associates go in
search of that picture. Let us in imagi-
nation set forth from the west front of
the Capitol down through the Mall to
where we can gaze at that splendid
monument which commemorates the
character and the services of our first
President. As we pass that let us glance
to the left across the lagoon toward the
dome of Vermont marble under which
stands the upright figure of the great
Virginian, defender of freedom and the
rights of man. Still continuing, we come
to the white marble memorial and stand
in reverence before the patient, noble
figure of our first and greatest Republi-
can President. Surely this picture must
be set within this third frame.

But there was, and appropriately was,
another picture there as well. That pic-
ture was the Eisenhower whom we nomi-
nated and elected to the Presidency of
the United States 2 years ago. It, too,
was a noble picture, and it aroused the
rightful enthusiasm of millions of young
voters and of independents. This is a
picture on which my party can look with
pride and which would continue fo draw
the support of the young and of the in-
dependent, whose votes are absolutely
necessary to continue a Republican Con-
gress and administration,

But what do we see? We see the
bright lights of the television blot out
that fair picture. It superimposes an-
other figure and obliterates all else. The
obliterating picture, known to millions
of those who have followed the hearings
in the caucus room, is that of the junior
Senator from Wisconsin sitting at the
table with his assistant, whose lips are
glued to his ear, whispering, whispering,
whispering.

May I say to my fellow Republicans
that we have been on the way for 100
years. We have come at the end of this
century to a parting of the ways. On
the one hand, we move in the path and
under the influence of the great Lincoln.
If we turn the other way, we choose the
leadership of the junior Senator from
Wisconsin. In the words of Joshua, who
led the children of Israel into the Prom-
ised Land, “Choose you this day whom
you will serve.”

‘What I have just said is political. It
is impossible to avoid politics in this mat-
ter, and we might as well face that fact.
But the root and essence of the problem
far transcend its political aspects. It is
at bottom and in its far reaches a matter
of national ideals and of international
influence and reputation.

The junior Senator from Wisconsin
has rendered a not inconsiderable serv-
ice to his country in alerting his fellow
citizens to one part of the Communist
danger—that of internal subversion.
But his greatest service is in giving us
the opportunity to appraise our national
political morality in this year of our
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Lord 1954. For this opportunity we must
ever be grateful.

The question raised is, indeed, greater
than the personal issue. It concerns
the spirit in which we approach our se-
rious domestic problems. It concerns
the national character which we display
to the world in carrying out our fateful
responsibilities in the world at large.
We face them, in the words of Lincoln,
“in the spirit which prized liberty as
the heritage of all men, in all lands
everywhere.”

To put the appraisal of our moral as-
sets into effect, I shall offer for the con-
sideration of the Senate a resolution,
which I have decided on as being pref-
erable to a motion to discharge the
Rules Committee from considering my
earlier one, Senate Resolution 261, I
shall now read the new resolution:

Resolved, That the conduct of the Senator
from Wisconsin, Mr. McCarTHY, as chair-
man of the Senate Permanent Subcommittee
on Invesugatlons, is unbecommg a Member
of the United States Senate, is contrary to
senatorial traditions, and tends to bring the
Senate into disrepute, and such conduct is
hereby condemned.

In accordance with my public state-
ment of yesterday, I shall send the reso-
lution to the desk on July 30 as a privi-
leged matter and move its adoption at
that time without reference to com-
mittee.

Mr. President, at this point I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the REcorp as a part of my
remarks the series of articles by Fred-
erick Woltman to which I referred in
the first paragraph of my statement.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Daily News of
July 12, 1954]
WHo Is FRED WOLTMAN?

Fred Woltman, author of the story which
starts on page 1 today, 1s often called
Freddy the Fink by the Daily Worker, Com-
munist newspaper—but he doesn’'t mind.

He is what soft-brained liberals call a
“Red baiter.” Matter of fact, he is the pre-
mier "Red baiter” among American news-
paper reporters.

Frederick Woltman joined the stafl of the
New York Telegram (now the World-Tele-
gram and Sun) in 1929. For most of those
years since, his articles also have been pub-
lished in the Washington Daily News and in
other Scripps-Howard newspapers.

HE ANTEDATES JOE

He started exposing Communists and Com-
munist fronts 16 years ago—in 1938—when
young JoE McCarTHY was practicing law in
Shawano County, Wis., years before unmask-
ing Reds became his prime political pursuit.

Fred wrote news articles exposing the
twisting Communist Party line, the “Letter-
head” organizations the Communists used as
fronts, their dupes and fellow travelers, the
Communist infiltration into trade unions,
schools, politics, religious, and social groups.

In 1944, Earl Browder, then head of the
Communist Party of America, wrote: “The
journalistic unmentionable, Frederick Wolt-
man, issues public orders to some of the
most powerful men and women in America—
and they jump to obey him with an alacrity
they would never display to an order from
the President of the United States.”

PULITZER PRIZE

Of gourse, that wasn't true either., But it
was true that even then Fred Woltman was
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recognized as the American reporter who
knew most about the Communists. FBI
agents, Army and Navy intelligence officers,
investigators of the Civil Service Commission
came regularly to his office to check Fred's
mammoth files on American Communists,

In 1945, Fred broke the story of Communist
involvement in the infamous Amerasia case,
in which “top secret,” *“secret,” and “confi-
dential” documents were stolen from Gov-
ernment files.

CONGRATS FROM HOOVER

For his work in 1946—the year Joe Mc-
CARTHY was elected to the Senate—Fred won
the Pulitzer prize in journalism for distin-
guished national reporting exposing Com=-
munist infiltration. Among his many ex-
clusive stories that year was one fingering
Gerhart Eisler, alias Hans Berger, as the top
secret Eremlin agent in the United States.
The FBI picked up Eisler the next day. He
was later convicted, jumped bail and escaped
to Communist Germany.

Regarding that award, J. Edgar Hoover
wrote that Fred's work earned “great credit
and distinction to himself and the paper he
serves.”

Gov. Thomas E. Dewey sent his congratu=
lations; so did James A. Farley.

Bishop Fulton Sheen described his work
as “Journalism at its best, not in reporting
of an event, but in the fearless crusade for
the highest ideals.”

The Silurians, organization of veteran New
York newsmen, and the Catholic War Vet-
erans have also given Fred awards for his
work exposing Communists.

In 1949 he again attracted national atten-
tion by being the first to report the Kremlin's
anti-Semitism crusade in Russia.

Fred Woltman became acquainted with
Senator McCarTHY in 1950, shortly after the
Wisconsin Senator took his plunge into the
issue of communism. Because of his work,
Fred necessarily has followed Senator Mec-
CarTHY's activities closely, adding several
thousand clips to the famous Woltman files.

Three months ago, with McCArTHY con-
troversies monopolizing the headlines, the
editors of Scripps-Howard newspapers asked
Fred Woltman to draw up a balance sheet on
Senator McCarTHY's contribution to the
struggle against communism.

Fred was chosen for the assignment be-
cause his vast knowledge of the Communist
movement in America qualified him to give
an informed appraisal. He has written these
articles without wraps or guidance. He says
they constitute another “agonizing re-
appraisal.”

[From the Washington Daily News of
July 12, 1954]

SeNaATOR McCARTHY

In 1946, a Scripps-Howard reporter called
the House Committee on Un-American Ac-
tivities to check on the alleged Communist
affiliations of an individual then figuring in
the news in Ohio.

He was given such information as the com=
mittee had in its files but was advised to call
Prederick Woltman at the New York World-
Telegram if more details were desired.

“Woltman has more information on these
characters than we have,” the committee
clerk remarked.

Thus, among the experts in that field, Fred
Woltman had established a reputation for
his research on Communist activities.

So when Mr. Woltman writes about Sena-
tor McCarTHY and communism, as he is do-
ing in this series beginning in this news-
paper today, he is on familiar ground. He
pioneered in exposing communism through

. the News and other Scripps-Howard news-

papers long before JoE McCarRTHY was elected
to the Senate from Wisconsin, and he has
followed the Senator's activities from day
to day from the beginning.
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Mr. Woltman's conclusion that the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin has become a liability to
the cause he so loudly pretends to serve
may provoke angry indignation in some
quarters, but the thoughtful reader who re-
views the case Mr. Woltman has presented
is likely to subscribe to that finding.

How JoE McCarTHY HAs PrAYep INTO THE
Hanps oF THE REebs
(By Frederick Woltman)

Senator JoserH R. McCarTHY has become
a major liability to the cause of anticom-
munism,

That is the conclusion of this writer after
3 months of rechecking the Senator’s record
gince he first embarked on the Red hunt on
February 9, 1950—soon after which we got to
be friends.

From the start, the record shows, Senator
McCarTHY played into the hands of the
Communists. And he has made the going
tougher for the many others who long before
had been fighting to stop the spread of com-
munism at home and abroad.

He has distorted the present-day picture
of communism out of all semblance to re-
ality. And, thereby, he has spread a blanket
of confusion over an area where clear think-
ing is imperative.

He has introduced a slam-bang, rabble-
rousing, hit-and-run technique into the se-
rious business of exposing the Communist
conspiracy. And in so doing he has jeopar-
dized an even graver Government function
which requires exceptional professional
skills—the detection of penetration and es-
pionage by a foreign power.

With Asia and West Europe threatened, he
has distracted public opinion from the
world’s critical danger spots. And he has
thereby weakened America's leadership
against Soviet aggression.

He has brought to public life a special
brand of reckless, knee-to-the-groin tactics
which violate our tradition of fair play. Jus-
tifying these tactics as essential to exposing
communism, he uses them indiseriminate-
ly—against political foes and other non-
Communists, as well as Communists.

In his recent brawl with the Army, Senator
McCarTHY Iimmeasurably lowered BSenate
prestige by forcing a subcommittee to in-
vestigate itself, then making a shambles of
the hearings.

He has widened the split in his own Re-
publican Party; and demonstrated that, un-
less he has his way, he’s willing to destroy
the Eisenhower administration at a time
when it's grappling with a world crisis.

Now, after 18 months of Republican rule,
Senator McCarTHY still is hammering out
accusations of treason and espionage in Gov-
ernment without producing evidence. There
may be Soviet spy rings still at work, but
Senator McCarTHY has come up with no
proof.

On the credit side, the Senator without
question helped make the man in the street
more security conscious. But the debit side,
in the opinion of this writer, far overbalances
the credit on the McCarthy balance sheet.

It was in April 1950, that I first met Sen=
ator McCarTrHY. He invited me to dinner.
Scripps-Howard had assigned me to try to
reopen the whitewashed Amerasia case of
stolen secret wartime records. The Senator
was embroiled with the Tydings Senate sub-
committee which was making a pass at in-
vestigating his charges of Reds in the State
Department.

Two or three or more nights a week with
mutual friends he'd drop into my apart-
ment at the Hotel Congressional. I got to
know the man.

He was intensely restless, forever on the go.
He had a grim singleness of purpose with
no particular interest in national affairs
which failed to touch him directly. He had

a brash courage and contempt for redtape
or stuffiness. His superb sense of press
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agentry made him a mnatural headline-
getter.

At times he appeared to be playing a game.

One night the Senator arrived with the
draft of a speech to be delivered next day
in the Senate.

In it, Senator McCarTHY announced ex-
citedly that he was accusing Secretary of
State Dean Acheson of treason.

Those present were aghast.

Treason, they pointed out, was a high
crime punishable by death. He couldn't
possibly sustain the accusation and he would
“only discredit himself. Mr. MCCARTHY toned
down the charge.

But not for long. A few days later he took
the Senate floor and accused Secretary Ache-
son of treason. Naturally he hit the head-
lines. The FBI evidently never bothered to
investigate.

Some weeks later the Senator came by
again in high spirits. For the first time, in
a Capitol elevator, he said gleefully, he'd
run into Secretary Acheson. There were no
handshakes. But news photographers
snapped the two together.

There was Senator McCARTHY beaming into
the camera, standing beside the Nation's
foreign policy chief he'd been calling a
traitor. The Senator obviously was getting
a kick out of it.

Four years later his face looked grimmer
when he gazed into the TV cameras at the
Army hearings. The pattern hadn't
changed, however.

Now he was accusing Secretary of the
Army Robert T. Stevens of protecting “Com-
munist coddlers” in the Army. In effect,
the Army, with the backing of President
Eisenhower, was protecting traitors in the
Armed Forces.

At one point Senator McCarTHY spoke of
“the evidence of treason that has been grow-
ing up over the past 20 * * *" he paused,
and he added, with deliberation, “21 years.”
He was extending the treason charge to the
Republican regime.

The clear imputation, which he was to
make many times afterward, was that the
Elsenhower administration was “soft” on
Communists. Yet 2,100 employees had been
weeded out of the Government under the
President’s strict security program.

(Note—Latest official Civil Service Com-
mission figures show that 2,486 persons have
left the Government during this administra-
tion, with major security charges pending.
Of these 1,400 resigned, some on request and
some without knowing of the charges, and
the rest were fired. The Commission said
429 of the 2,486 had information relating to
possible subversive activity in their files,
207 information relating to sexual perversion,
and the rest information on criminal rec-
ords, drunkenness, loose talk, or other factors
considered in the security program.—Edi-
tor.)

And, although held completely loyal, J.
Robert Oppenheimer, who made the first
atom bomb, had been denied further access
to atomic secrets because of past associa-
tions and failure to observe security rules.

That’s not enough for JoE McCARTHY,

President Eisenhower, obviously pointing
to the Senator, has warned against inflating
the current Communist danger on the do-
mestic front. So has Vice President RicHARD
NixoN, who recognized and did something
about the Communist peril years before
Senator McCARTHY.

The fact is there's nothing today like the
Red climate in America of 10 years ago. The
public is alert to the Communist conspiracy.
Mr. McCarTHY's contribution to that alert-
ness was a definite one, though later. The
party liner, who operated openly—and
brazenly—in official circles in the 1930's has
disappeared. Communism has lost most of
the intellectuals.

The fellow traveler, who joined fronts,
lending his prestige indirectly to a cause he
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dared not join directly, is virtually an extinct
animal.

No one knows this better than the Con-
gressional committees seriously charged with
the task of investigating communism. So
far as the overt Communist movement is
concerned, the field is growing fallow.

Yet Senator McCarTHY continues to use
the blunderbuss, firing in all directlons at
once,

The Reverend John F. Cronin, S. 8., one of
the Catholic Church's leading experts on
communism, has criticized the Senator on
this score. Father Cronin, assistant director
of the National Catholic Welfare Conference,
favors the sharpshooter approach, firing
only at vulnerable targets.

“You don't need an atom bomb to kill a
rat,” he says.

Moreover, Senator McCarTrHY is handing
the public a false picture of communism
today.

During one of his diversionary tactics at
the recent hearings, he charged he was pre-
vented from uncovering 130 Reds in defense
plants. Perhaps he does have 130 names
of fifth-amendment witnesses.

But it was pure McCarthy fantasy for the
Senator, grabbing for a headline, to add that
the 130 are “poised with a razor blade over
the jugular vein of this Nation.”

The Communist movement here might be
laughed off were it not for the immense
power behind it of the Soviet Union and
international communism. While that
power exists, domestic communism remains
a great potential danger. The mortal peril,
though, comes from without.

To this Senator McCarTHY resolutely
closes his eyes; otherwise he loses his head-
lines. Therefore, he takes wild fliers into
foreign affairs, at the expense of allied unity,
and to the embarrassment of the Eisenhower
foreign policy.

While the Eorean war was on last year,
Senator McCarTHY carried on a running bat-
tle with Harold E. Stassen, the administra-
tion's foreign-ald chief. Five years before
he had supported Mr. Stassen im the Wis-
consin Republican presidential primaries,
The name of Gen. Douglas MacArthur was
entered.

On a Senate letterhead to the voters, Sen-
ator McCarRTHY helped torpedo the 71-year-
old general's candidacy by stressing his age
and his divorce.

In the foreign-aid hassle, the Senator
accused the British of shipping arms to Red
China.

This the British denied. Mr. Stassen
called the charge “fantastic, unbelievable,
and untrue.”

The Senator retorted by reading PBritain
out of the Korean war. “Let them withdraw
and be damned,” he declared. *“Let us sink
any accursed ship which is carrying arms to
the Communists killing American boys."

Senator McCARTHY's go-it-alone threat was
promptly slapped down by his senior Senator
from Wisconsin, ALEXANDER WILEY, chairman
of the Foreign Relations Committee. An-
other Republican, Senator H. ALEXANDER
SMITH, of New Jersey, said:

“I can imagine nothing more pleasing to
the Kremlin than the present battle between
Westminster and Washington, for the major
aim of Communist strategy is to isolate
America and turn our allies against us.”

Senator McCarTHY's wild twisting of facts
and near facts repel authorities in the field.
They simply don't want to get mixed up
with him,

By crying “wolf” so often, he has only
helped convince one segment of the Ameri-
can people that the dangers of communism
are mythical.

He has long boasted of employing Red
methods to fight Reds. But he went far
afield when he began to equate McCarthylsm
with true Americanism, thus claiming to be
the final arbiter of loyalty.
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So, in his blowup with the Army, he could
accuse the Pentagon of covering for Com-
munists, and threaten Secretary Stevens:
“Robert, I am going to kick the brains out
of anyone who protects Communists. If
that is the policy of you, just go ahead and
do it. I will guarantee that you will live to
regret it.”

His strategy of calling those who disagree
with him Reds or protectors of Reds gets a
sharp rebuke from the Senator's own biog-
raphers. They are Willlam F. Buckley, Jr.,
and L. Brent Bozell, authors of the recent
defense of the Senator, “"McCARTHY and His
Enemies.” Senator McCARTHY opened his
records to the writers and gave the book his
blessing by appearing at a publication
cocktail party in New York.

A basic McCarTHY “assumption,” say his
biographers, is that “one cannot at one and
the same time vigorously oppose communism
and McCARTHY.”

“McCARTHY'S sporadic reliance on these
assumptions,” they go on, “this aspect of his
*method,’ not only weakens his claim to re-
sponsible conduct but seriously undermines
his effectiveness.”

Although disapproving, the authors pass
lightly over this McCarthy sin, this com-
pulsion by the Senator to wrap himself up in
the American flag.

The McCarthy strategy of “you're either
for me or a friend of the Communists,” is, in
this writer's opinion, a boon to the Com-
munists.

On the one hand, it enables his pro-Red or
confused opponents to belittle such solid
anti-Communist achievements as the monu-
mental JENNER subcommittee reports on the
Institute of Pacific Relations and interlock-
ing subversion, prepared by its counsel,
Robert Morris, now a New York judge. And
it gives them an argument to bolster their
nonsensical claim that a “reign of terror and
thought control” stalk the land,

On the other hand, it has this net effect:
It separates people into extremes—the
McCarTHY backers at one pole and the Com-
munists at the other. There can be no
temperate, middle course. Each extreme
prospers by inflating the menace of the
other. The Communists feed on it. For
them Joe MCcCARTHY's & made-to-order
adversary.

The McCARTHY
some weird alleys.

One of the Senator's staunch friends and
close advisers nowadays is George Sokolsky, a
columnist. As the McCarthy-Stevens em-
broilment cooked up, Mr. Sokolsky castigated
the Army for what he held to be discrimina-
tlon against Pvt. G. David Schine, Senator
McCarTHY's former unpaid aide.

The columnist’s indignation soared until
he demanded:

“What does one have to do to be protected
these days, join the Communist Party?"

It sounded like the old Truman days.
But it happened 14 months after the Repub-
licans—and Senator McCArRTHY—came {0
power.

“assumption” leads up

[From the Washington Daily News of
July 13, 1954]

McCarTHY MyYTHS: THEY Don't STAND UP IN
THE CoLD LIGHT OF FACTS

(Second article by Frederick Woltman)

The war on communism today is ham-
strung by a succession of McCarthy myths.
They are:

That Senator JoserH R, McCARTHY stopped
communism in America.

That he exposed and routed a Red spy nest
in the State Department.

That he is an able, dedicated anti-Com-
munist investigator—in fact, the best quali-
fled in the country, therefore indispensable.

That he stands as the Nation's bulwark
against the Eremlin conspiracy.

The record will expose these myths,
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It will show that by his excesses, his scare-
head accusations that eventually evaporate,
his thumb-in-the-eye tactics and his in-
evitable injection of partisan politics, wheth-
er aimed at the Democrats or at critics within
his own party, Senator McCarTHY has com-
pletely befogged a major issue of the day.

That was brought graphically to the
American people by the‘recent unhappy Mc-
Carthy-Army hearings. But the story goes
back to February 9, 1950.

On that evening Senator McCARTHY
stumbled onto communism.

He made an obscure Lincoln Day speech to
the Women's Republican Club of Wheeling,
W. Va. “In my hand,” the Senator dramat-
ically told the ladies, he had a list of 205
Communists, known to Secretary of State
Dean Acheson, “who nevertheless are still
working and shaping the policy of the State
Department.”

At the moment, Senator McCARTHY hadn’t
the slightest notion of the impact his talk
would make. He spoke only from a few
notes. But he set off a slow-fused atom
bomb. There was launched one of history's
most controversial political figures; and a
new word—McCarthyism—which was to be
supercharged with emotion the world over.

Until then, the 41-year-old JoE McCARTHY
had attracted slight attention in the Capital.
A Wisconsin Democrat, he had turned Re-
publican. During his first 3 years in Wash-
ington, he dipped into the 5-percenter
scandals, fought to end sugar rationing for
industry, opposed the Truman housing pro-
gram and got to be known as a friend of the
real-estate lobby.

At one stage, he was an anti-isolationist,
cosponsoring the Kefauver resolution to ex-
plore an Atlantic union.

He'd embarked on one venture which
might have wrecked any other Senator. A
forerunner of his later attacks on the Army,
it concerned the infamous Malmedy massa-
cres in which Nazi troopers slaughtered hun-
dreds of American prisoners during the
Battle of the Bulge.

A Benate subcommittee in 1949 investi-
gated reports of brutality by American of-
ficers in exacting war-crime confessions from
these Nazis. Not a member, Senator Mc-
CarRTHY interjected himself into the hearings,
an advocate of the brutality charges. He
tried to paint a picture of atrocities—by the
Americans, not the Nazis—that were “worse
than anything we have accused the Russlans
of doing.”

Getting nowhere, he accused the commit-
tee of a "deliberate” whitewash; its chairman,
Connecticut Republican Raymond Baldwin,
of “eriminally wrong" conduct; the Army of
“condoning a brand of brutalitarianism
worse than any practiced by the morally de-
generate in either Hitler's or Stalin's camp.”

Infuriated, Senator Baldwin charged that
Mr. McCarTHY had accepted the word of Hit-
ler's war criminals over the sworn testimony
of American military personnel. Typical of
subsequent tactics, the Wisconsin Senator
finally walked out in high dudgeon when
the committee rejected his demand to use
lie detectors on the American officers.

The committee unanimously decided there
had been no such physical torture; but that
agitation in America and Germany for the
convicted Nazis seemed to be part of a con-
certed move to discredit Americans abroad.

Senator McCarTHY survived this bizarre
eplsode in hie career.

Four years and four months after the
Wheeling speech, the Senator at the McCar-
thy-Army hearings delivered a lecture on
communism before a TV audience of mil-
lions. He exhibited a huge chart to illus-
trate the progress of the march on commu-
nism in America.

Across the top he had printed: “Commu-
nist Party Organization, U. 8. A., February 9,
1950."

Before February 9, 1950, Senator McCar-
THY had displayed virtually no practical in-
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terest In combating communism. Red-
baiting, as it was derisively termed, had been
an unpopular cause in which the News and
all other Scripps-Howard newspapers, and
this writer, took a leading role for over a
decade.

By 1950, however, with Russian truculence
growing, it had become almost fashionable
to expose the Communist conspiracy.

Before February 9, 1950, nearly all
the important counteroffensive measures
launched against communism in the United
States were well under way. In most of the
celebrated cases of individuals, there had
been exposures, dismissals and/or convic=-
tions.

Senator McCaRTHY, although he often took
credit, had no hand in them.

Those vast global projects, the Truman
doctrine, Marshall plan and Atlantic Unlon,
had been launched to contain Soviet aggres-
sion and bolster the weaker nations. The
loyalty program had started 3 years before,
although it still badly needed stiffening.

Twelve of the top Communist Party leaders
had been convicted under the Smith Act 4
months earlier. Gerhart Eisler, the secret
Kremlin agent, operating here under the
allas of Hans Berger, was first publicly ex-
posed by this writer in the News and other
Scripps-Howard newspapers on October 17,
1946. The next day he was due to embark
for Europe. On that day, the FBI, which
had had him under surveillance, picked up
Eisler though previously they had been under
orders to let him sail. He was subsequently
convicted of passport fraud. On May 6, 1949,
Eisler skipped bail and fled to Soviet Ger-
many.

By 1050, Carl Marzani, George Shaw
Wheeler, Willlam Remington had either been
discharged from the Government or con=-
victed. Harry Dexter White, former Assist-
ant Secretary of the Treasury, died of a
heart attack in 1948 after he was charged
with spying for the Russians.

Louis Budenz, editor of the Daily Worker,
Communist official organ, had broken with
the party 6 years before 1950 and lald bare
the Communist conspiracy. Elizabeth Bent-
ley had testified about a spy ring which led
to the White House through Lauchlin Cur-

rie, administrative assistant to President
Roosevelt. Mr. Currie denied the charges
under oath.

Whittaker Chambers had told his fantastic
story about Soviet spy rings in Washington—
and nailed it down. So, 19 days before Joe
McCarTHY's emergence into the Communist
scene, Alger Hiss was convicted of perjury.
The case shook the Nation.

Six days before February 8, 1950, the Brit-
ish arrested Klaus Fuchs for passing atomic
secrets to the Russians. From British tips,
the FBI broke the atom espionage ring in
America. And the Rosenberg couple eventu-
ally were executed.

Senator McCarTHY played no part in any
of this.

Indeed, at the time of his Wheeling speech,
SBenator McCarTHY's knowledge and under-
standing of communism were sparse.

The following April, over highballs at his
apartment, this writer heard a somewhat
querulous young woman ask the Senator
point blank:

“Tell me, Senator, just how long ago did
you discover communism?”

“Two and a half months!” Mr, McCARTHY
readily responded.

The nightmare of confusion, charges, and
countercharges and fancy footwork loosed
by his Wheeling talk eventually corroborated
the Senator’s honest reply.

On February 9, he had a list of 2056 “Com-
munists” in the State Department. Next
day, at Salt Lake City, it was a list of “57
card-carrying members.” The Senator tele-
g'raph.ed President Truman: “I have in my

ion the of 57 Communists who
are in the State Department at present.”
Fallure to reveal their loyalty records, he
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added, injecting politics with a vengeance,
*“will label the Democratic Party as a bed-
fellow of international communism.”

The State Department asked for the names,
promising dismissal. They were not forth-
coming.

For a week Washington went through a
bad case of jitters.

On February 20, Senator McCarTHY took
the Senate floor. He represented that he had
not used the “205" figure in Wheeling. This
time he came up with a list of “81 Commu-
nists or fellow travelers.” And he toned
down some of the original charges, conceding
some might get a clean bill of health.

His main accusation—that the State De-
partment knowingly harbored Reds—even-
tually fell flat. His lists, it turned out, were
3 and 4 years old. Someone else had done
the spade work. Subsequently, he admitted
using the 205" figure. It came from a 1946
letter, slgned by former Secretary of State
James F. Byrnes. The “81" came from
a 1947 House Appropriations Committee re-
port.

How many or how few of any list were still
in the State Department and how many of
these had been given loyalty clearance re-
mained a puzzle. Only one was ever in-
dicted. The Justice Department under the
Eisenhower administration had the indict-
ment dismissed, as obtained by misrepresen-
tation, The assistant in charge of the case
was suspended.

For 4 months in 1950, a Senate Foreign
Relations subcommittee stewed over the Mc-
Carthy charges. The circus atmosphere of
the hearings almost matched that of the re-
cent McCarthy-Army spectacle. The chair-
man, Senator Millard E. Tydings, seemed de-
termined to go down the line for the State
Department and the Truman administration.
An orderly productive inquiry was doomed.

Senator Tydings falled to call some key
witnesses. His handling of others friendly
to the administration was amiable; of some
of its accusers, fierce. The flagrant partisan-
ship of the Democratic majority produced a
whitewash.

Then, as now, Senator McCarTHY'S raucous
antics, wild exaggerations and readiness to
turn the Communist issue into a political
football compounded the confusion. The
Democrats happily joined in making Senator
McCarTHY the issue.

During the hearings, Mr. McCarTHY dem-
onstrated his talents for twisting a minor
irrelevant fact into headline news that could
be punctured by a pin prick.

The Scripps-Howard Newspapers had been
attempting to reopen the whitewashed Amer-
asia case of the stolen wartime secrets. In
the midst of the Tydings inquiry, Mr. Mc-
CarTHY made the sensational charge that
the case involved the theft and transmission
of atomic secrets to Russia 6 months before
the first bomb dropped on Hiroshima.

There was no substance at all to the charge.
It was based solely on the vague recollection
of an investigator that, 5 years earlier, he
had seen the notation, “A-bomb,” on an un-
opened envelope in the Amerasia office. That
would have been 6 months before the bomb
fell and newspaper copyreaders invented
“A-bomb” for headline use. Senator Mc-
CarTHY beat a hasty retreat.

In a very real sense, he was the creature
of his adversaries. The Senator can thank
President Truman, as much as anyone, for
his phenomenal rise. For the President ig-
nored his wire about the “57 Communists.”
Had he turned it over to the FBI for investi-
gation, Mr. Truman would have taken the
play away from Mr. McCaRTHY. Instead, he
assailed the Senator as a “pathological char-
acter assassin,” and put him in further head-
lines.
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JoeE Has His OwN FoRMULA

[From the Washington Dally News of July
14, 1954]

(Third article by Frederick Woltman)

Senator JoserH R. McCarTHY has brought
a sinister concept into the American scene
which can do incalculable harm to our free
political system. It might be called the Mc-
Carthy formula of treason.

It consists of imputing treason, treason-
able motives, plots and conspiracies to one’s
opponents. It's a convenient political weap-
on with JoE MCCARTHY.

For instance, he said that Dean Acheson
was guilty of treason when he was Secretary
of State, and that the Democratic Party
chalked up “20 years of treason.” He said
Gen. George C. Marshall, who masterminded
the Nation's World War II military strategy,
was part of “a conspiracy so immense, an in-
famy so black, as to dwarf any of the previ-
ous history of man.”

Those with whose decisions Senator Mc-
CarTHY disagrees are, in his book, in league
with traitors.

The Army, by its own admission, dragged
its feet on one security case. To Senator
McCarTHY, therefore, the Army was guilty of
deliberately “protecting, promoting, cover-
ing up * * * known Communists.” Be-
cause the White House backs the Army
against his charges of “Communist cod-
dling,” he now reads treason into the Eisen-
hower administration. (See accompanying
date tabulation on the headlines Senator
McCarTHY has managed to whip up ageinst
the Republican administration appearing at
the end of a series of articles).

The treason formula has grown to be
almost as strong an obsession with Senator
McCarTtHY as the “Marxist-Jewish-Commu-
nist conspiracy” myth was with Hitler.

Like the latter, it falsifies history. It
splits down the middle, between traitors and
the fellow travelers and dupes and the ex-
ponents of true Americanism, for which the
Senator says “McCarthylsm" stands.

It inevitably churns up hatred and mis-
understanding among people, raclally, re-
ligiously and politically.

Furthermore, the McCarthy treason pat-
tern makes it all the harder for the average
man to tell the difference between criminal
acts and bad judgment, between disloyalty
and unpopular ideas. It stretches the defi-
nition to include people Senator McCaARTHY
doesn't like,

At best, this creates an atmosphere that
rules out strict political accountability for
past errors. The Senator’s flair for exaggera-
tion takes care of that. And the Senator
himself is by no means oblivious to the dan-
gers inherent in making political capital out
of treason and communism.

In late 1952, he did say:

“If the fight against communism is made
a fight between America’s two great political
parties, the American people know that one
of those parties will be destroyed and the
Republic cannot endure very long as a one-
party system.”

But, on February 4, 1954, he found it in his
heart tc say:

*“The issue between the Republicans and
Democrats 1s clearly drawn. It has been de-
liberately drawn by those who have been in
charge of 20 years of treason. The hard fact
is that those who wear the label Democrat
wear it with the stain of a historic betrayal.”

He thus pinned the label of treason on
26,808,281 American citizens who voted the
Democratic ticket in 1952.

Senator McCaArTHY arrived at this epic con-
clusion by a series of frauds.

‘Whatever the faults of the Truman admin-
istration, no responsible political figure could
charge to it, as did Senator McCarTHY, “a
planned betrayal” in the EKorean war. Or
that the Truman State Department “signed
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the death warrant of every American boy who
died in Korea.” Or that the American Gov-
ernment—the executive as well as the mili-
tary—was headed by “dupes and traitors”
who “tried to make sure we did not win the
battle” and led us to defeat in Korea. Thus,
the McCarthy treason formula.

The Senator's attack on Gen. George
Marshall June 14, 1951, will probably go down
as one of the most disgraceful orations in
congressional history.

It was a 60,000-word speech, to be “fully
documented,” Senator McCarTHY had an-
nounced, exposing “a great conspiracy” that
“shall be forever deserving of the maledic-
tions of all honest men."”

As Chief of Staff, General Marshall had
favored a channel invasion as the most direct
route to the heart of Germany and the least
costly in lives. Prime Minister Churchill
pushed for a Mediterranean invasion, with
the idea of assuring the Western nations a
power balance in postwar Europe.

The Marshall strategy prevalled. Years
later Senator McCarTHY called it an inten-
tional surrender to Stalin. He pictured Gen.
Dwight D. Eisenhower, Allied European com=
mander, as “invariably” siding with his chief,
General Marshall.

As the Sznator droned on for 3 hours,
shocked colleagues began to fade away.
When the floor had almost emptied, Senator
McCarTHY abruptly cut off the reading. But
the sensational conspiracy charges against a
five-star general, whom many regarded as a
military hero, hit headlines.

Then, eager to forget the farce, the Senator
passed on to new headlines. He succeeded,
however, in silencing for the time being
honest critics of General Marshall's Far East-
ern and other foreign policies which had
been under fire.

Last year, while chairman of the powerful
Senate Permanent Investigations subcom-
mittee, he made two more irresponsible
headline bids. These ended in the ashcan,

In one, Senator McCarTHY charged the
Truman administration with a treasonable
shortage of ammunition in Korea—"“one
of the most inexcusable scandals that has
ever been brought to light.”

Republican Senator LEVERETT SALTONSTALL
of Massachusetts, chairman of the Armed
Services Committee, put out a quick denial.

Despite the denial, Senator McCARTHY re-
newed the charges 2 months later. This time,
with the Republicans in office 8 months, he
asked publicly how many traitors were still
left in Washington.

In another bid for headlines, he implied
that President Truman had concealed from
the FBI a list of 150 Soviet atom spy suspects
which had been turned over by the Canadian
authorities.

The Canadian spy-list charges had been
kicking around for 38 years. If true, the FBI
must have been sitting on its hands. At-
torney General Herbert Brownell announced
2 weeks later there was no such list. Again,
JoE McCARTHY beat a hasty retreat.

In his “indictment” of the Democratic
Party for “treason on 20 counts,” he de-
manded that Adlali Stevenson, defeated
candidate for President, plead guilty or not
gulilty “before the greatest of all juries, the
American people.”

The press gravely reported the McCarTHy
“indictment.”

The “counts” dealt with past foreign and
military policy decisions, many of them
generally approved at the time, others op-
posed

In one “count,” Senator McCARTHY accused
President Truman, when the Korean war
broke out, of ordering the 7th Fleet to halt
attacks on Chlang Kal-shek's forces on the
Red mainland of China. He failed to men-
tion the rest of the directive: that the 7th
Fleet was to protect Formosa against Red
attacks.
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Another “treason count” was based on
American recognition of Russia in 1933. If
that was treason, the McCarTHY “indict-
ment" should have included such outstand-
ing Americans as Senator William E. Borah
and Alfred E. Smith, who worked for recog-
nition. The Scripps-Howard newspapers
played a leading role in behalf of recogni-
tion.

By last May, the reckless McCArTHY ac-
cusations had so disrupted the Capitol that
Senator WnLiamM F. ENowLAND, Republican
floor leader, repudiated them from the floor.

President Eisenhower followed up 24
hours later. He said:

“If we allow ourselves to be persuaded
that every individual—or party—that takes
issue with our own convictions is necessarily
wicked or treasonous, then indeed we are
approaching the end of freedom’s road.”

With the return to power of the Republi-
cans after 20 years, Senator McCARTHY was
expected to ease off his role of Communist
hunter. By rank he was slated to head the
Government Operations Committee of the
Senate. This watchdog committee and its
investigative subcommittee heretofore had
left communism to the properly designated
committees.

Reached in Phoenix, Ariz., November 8,
1952, the day after election, Senator Mec-
CarTHY told this writer he planned “an en-
tirely different role.” His emphasis, he said,
would be on graft and corruption.

“The picture has so definitely changed,” he
sald then. “Now it will be unnecessary for
me to conduct a one-man campaign to ex-
pose Communists in Government. We have
a new President who doesn't want party-line
thinkers or fellow travelers. He will conduct
the fight.”

But the lush headline potential was too
attractive. By December 10, 6 weeks before
the inauguration, he told an audience there'd
be “no slackening” of his campaign against
communism. *“We have only scratched the
surface,” sald the Senator.

The Senator didn't give his own party a
chance to make good its campaign pledge to
toughen up on the Reds.

[From the Washington Daily News of July 15,
1954]

JoE McCARTHY'S FORMULA: ANYTHING FOR A
HeADLINE—How HE THREATENED To WRECK
FUNCTIONS OF UNITED STATES INTELLIGENCE
SYSTEM
(Fourth article by Frederick Woltman)
In his grab for headlines, Senator JoserH R.

McCarTHY Was ready to give Central Intelli-

gence Agency, America's supersensitive §1

billion-a-year watchdog against communism

abroad, the same treatment he handed the

Army.

With CIA, a McCarthy workout could be
disastrous.

The Army, its banners tattered and soiled,
was able to survive.

But CIA depends on the strictest secrecy
for all its operations. By disrupting its co-
operation with intelligence arms of allied
governments, the McCarthy treatment would
dry up foreign sources.

The Wisconsin Senator months ago started
a hatchet job on the agency and its director,
Allen W, Dulles, brother of Secretary of State
John Foster Dulles,

UNSUPPORTED

During the McCarthy-Army hearings, he
casually tossed out grave—but totally un-
supported—charges against CIA as though
they were accepted facts.

The agency harbors “traltors,” he said. It
“is more heavily infiltrated by Communists
than any agency of the Government.” It
presents “a worse situation than the Army.”

Even before that, last year, he told the
press that a Communist Party member, ac=
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cording to “evidence,” had access to CIA
secrets.

“An extremely bad situation,” the Senator
solemnly added.

Evidently it wasn't bad enough for Mr.
McCarTHY to do anything about it, but he
did cash in on headlines at the time.

At the Army hearings he found himself in
a tight spot. So he unexpectedly revived the
CIA accusations, with the clear implication
that the Eisenhower administration was cov-
ering up.

This time, the Senator indicated, he was
really going to town.

President Eisenhower, however, resolved in
no circumstances to expose CIA to Mr. Mc-
CarTHY. He was ready for a showdown and
moved fast. On July 5, it was announced
the Hoover Commission would make a study
of the agency and that Gen, Mark W. Clark
would head the job.

This gave Senator McCarTHY, whose case
against CIA was ephemeral to begin with,
a chance to get himself off the hook. He
grabbed it fast and zigzagged away from
the CIA issue. He was glad to see the study
and would postpone his own investigation.

NO INVESTIGATOR

Whether or not Senator McCarthy aban=-
dons for good plans for his own CIA inquiry,
it must be borne in mind that essentially
he's no investigator. He’s a headline maker.

His “press briefings,” held often after closed
one-man committee hearings, get him the
headlines. There, he’s accountable to no
one. He can feed out at will exaggerated
versions of secret testimony and unproved
hearsay.

Reporters who cover Mr. McCArRTHY are
only too familiar with this phase of his
methods. It so often leaves them or their
newspapers holding the bag.

In his Government Printing Office inquiry,
the Senator did succeed in flushing out a
bookbinder who was a fifth-amendment
security risk. The GPO, he brought out,
had been lax and inept in handling the case.

But this wasn't enough for Senator Mc-
CarTHY. Earlier he made sensational head-
lines by telling the press of secret testimony.
It showed, he said, that the employee had
access to atom- and hydrogen-bomb secrets.
He was “trying to establish,” he said, whether
Red spies slipped nuclear secrets to Russla,
thereby speeding development of the Rus-
slan H-bomb.

The headlines never stood up. The testi-
mony turned out to be that of a woman who
had reported her suspicions long before to
the FBI, and nothing happened. This did
not, however, restrain the Senator from cash-
ing in on them years afterward.

The Senator kept the espionage at Fort
Monmouth boiling for months this way and
caused the first break between himself and
the Army. Secretary of the Army Robert T,
Stevens concluded Mr. McCARTHY was mis-
representing the facts and injuring Army
morale.

Senator McCArRTHY, Mr. Stevens testified
later, was “very mad and felt I had double-
crossed him by denying ‘current espionage’.”

But when the time came to make good on
the charges, the Senator ducked out.

He had “no real hope” of proving espi-
onage, Senator McCarTHY told the subcom-
mittee, He went further: "It is not our
function to develop cases of esplonage.”

Despite the unproved charges and counter-
charges, the unending flow of contradictory
testimony and the irrelevancies, the Army-
McCarthy hearings seemed to bear out an
earlier remark by Defense Secretary Charles
E. Wilson. Namely, that while one Commu-
nist in the Army was too many, the Mc-
Carthy holocaust was fiddling while Rome
burns compared with the momentous de-
fense problems of meeting the threat of
global war,
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PERESS CASE. WHAT REALLY HAFPPENED?

Take the case of Maj. Irving Peress. Al-
though he failed to fill out his loyalty ques-
tionnaire, the dentist had been commis-
sioned, promoted, then, after pleading the
fifth amendment, honorably discharged.

This started Senator McCarTHY on his
allegation of “Communist coddling” by
higher-ups in the Army.

Yet, 6 months before Mr. McCarTHY called
the major to a closed hearing, the Army had
recommended the dentist be separated from
the service.

And a year before that the Army had issued
a directive which should have prevented such
slip-ups in the future.

Secretary Stevens frankly admitted the
Army’s screening process had broken down
in the Peress case. He took immediate
steps to prevent a recurrence. The faults
were obviously administrative.

Senator McCArRTHY insisted, nevertheless,
on reading a sinister plot into the affair,
He magnified it to ridiculous proportions.

Or take the case of the “35" (actually 36)
Monmouth civilian employees used by Mr.
McCARTHY as a limb on which to hang his
recurrent cries of “Communists” and “espio-
nage.” The 36 had been suspended on a
security recheck. The Senator toock credit
for forcing the suspensions.

But the Army had been investigating
months before Senator McCArRTHY crashed
the act.

Mr. McCarTHY kept referring to the "“35
Communists” during the hearings. Occa-
sionally he made oblique references to
“traitors.” Yet—

All 35 (36) denied the Communist charges.

Not one invoked the fifth amendment.

Of the 36, not 1 has been finally dismissed.

Fourteen have since been reinstated, four
with full clearances.

Monmouth illustrates the unique McCarthy
distortion technique: stating as facts a set
of nonexisting circumstances; then repeat-
ing them as facts when challenged.

Completely lost to the public in the Me-
Carthy-Army polemic is the Senator’s prin-
cipal target—the unknown higher-ups in the
Pentagon who have been “coddling the Com-
munists.”

These are the real culprits, according to
Mr, McCARTHY.

DISBANDED PANEL

This sinister aggregation turns out to be
the Army's Loyalty-Security Appeals Board,
a panel of 20 men named under the Truman
loyalty program. When the Eisenhower se=
curity program took over in April 1953 the
panel was disbanded. Its members returned
to their regular jobs.

The panel consisted of regular Army colo=
nels and lieutenant colonels along with high-
level Army career employees in the salary
grades of $9,600 up. The civilians came from
the Judge Advocate General's office, from G-2,
finance, Army education and other branches.

They decided appeals according to the then
existing loyalty standards, under which cur-
rent loyalty alone was the test. They had
no alternative but to follow those standards,

But under the Eisenhower security pro-
gram, security risks, based on past assocla-
tions, takes precedent over present loyalty.

Senator McCarTHY refuses to recognize
the different official standards.

So he wants to subpena the 20 and inter-
rogate them on their reasons for reversing
some dismissal recommendations by the
hearing boards.

President Eisenhower made up his mind
not to subject these Army officers and career
men to the Senator. The President could
hardly forget the *“abuse” Mr. McCARTHY
heaped on Brig. Gen. Ralph W. Zwicker, the
decorated World War II combat officer, at a
private hearing. The Senator sald the gen-
eral was unfit to wear his uniform. That
blew the lid off.
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NO BLACK AND NO WHITE

Moreover, the executive branch, present
and past, holds that any loyalty program
would be destroyed if Congress could sit
as a superjury to review cases. Most Mem-
bers of Congress agree. Cases on appeal are
never black or white.

They are in the gray area, requiring deci-
slons of judgment on which reasonable men
may disagree.

Appeals board members, confronted with
the prospect of having to explain themselves
later to a congressional committee—or to
Eenator McCarTHY—are apt to render politi-
cal decisions.

That's the crux of the controversy between
Mr. McCarTHEY and the White House which
shaped up at the hearings. .

Should Mr. McCARTHY open up again on
our foreign intelligence service, CIA Director
Dulles will have some lessons to guide him
from the Army-MecCarthy clash.

For one thing, the Senator's fancy foot-
work.

First he accused the Army of using his
former unpaid aid, Pvt. G. David Schine, as
a “hostage” to “blackmail” him into drop-
ping the Monmouth inquiry. Two days be-
fore the hearings opened, he shifted strategy,
and contended that Assistant Defense Secre-
ta;y H. Struve Hensel masterminded Army
charges that the Senator demanded special
treatment for Schine, Why? So Senator
McCarTHY would be shunted off from an in-

into “serious charges of misconduct
and possible law violations™ by Mr. Hensel
in a wartime Navy deal—according to the
McCarthy version.

But there the plot enlarged, and the insti-
gators had become Attorney General Herbert
Brownell, Jr., his chief deputy, William P.
Rogers, and Sherman Adams, Assistant to
the President.

Further along, the Senator saw a chance
to pin it all on the Democrats.

It was the Democrats who “shoved” Secre-
tary Stevens into the battle, but by the time
Mr. McCarTHY took the witness stand, Sec-
retary Stevens had become “essentlally” an
honest man, “mouse-trapped” by the Demo-
crats, bewildered by “the rough and tumble
of Washington politics.”

So Senator McCaerHY had backed away
completely from his original charges.

The Hensel charges, meantime, evaporated.
Mr. McCarTHY at an executive session ad-
mitted he based them on an assumption,
arrived at when he “added 2 and 2 together.”
According to Mr. Hensel, he'd even offered
to withdraw them if possible without seem-
ing a “damn fool.”

OLD INDIAN CHARLIE

In an affidavit to the committee, Mr.
Hensel swore the Senator had explained the
origin of the charge: An Indian he once knew
named “Charlie” advised young Joe that in
a scrap one should start kicking below the
belt as fast as possible until one's opponent
was rendered helpless.

The *Charlie” explanation rings true to
the oft-repeated McCarTHY boast that he
uses such tactics on Communists. Except,
of course, the Assistant Defense Secretary
could, by no stretch, be called a Communist.

CIA Director Dulles has another lesson
before him: The humiliating spectacle of
the Army truckling to the Senator and his
zmbltlous, uncurbed chief counsel, Roy M.

ohn.

Altogether, the testimony shows there were
some T0 phone calls, conversation, or other
contacts between the Army and the Mec-
Carthy staff on the question of favored treat-
ment for Schine.

Mr. Stevens fraternized with the 27-year-
old private as an intimate. Three times the
Army Secretary went over the question of a
Schine commission with the Defense Sec-
retary. Once he met CIA Director Dulles at
8:15 in the morning to propose an intelli-
gence assignment for Schine,
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THE CIRCUMSPECT MR. SCHINE

Though unable to control his own chief
counsel, Mr. MCCARTHY could make an errand
boy out of Army Department Counselor John
G. Adams. At one point, Mr. Adams reported
happily to the McCarthy staffl that Schine
was “behaving in a circumspect manner” at
Camp Gordon.

Why, Private Schine was such a good boy
he's sold his Cadillac, gone into Augusta and,
Mr. Adams reported, got himself a “second-
hand Chevvie.”

A high point of silliness was struck at a
McCarthy-Adams conference on January 22
when the Senator presented the Army coun-
seler with a cheese and some sausage.

It was at this conference, Mr. MCCARTHY
testified, that Mr. Adams tried to blackmail
him.

A GIFT CHEESE FOR THE SECRETARY

Secretary Stevens, who also got a gift
cheese, and the Senator had a monitored
phone talk afterward. The transcript goes
as follows:

“Secretary of the Army. I want to thank
you first of all for the marvelous cheese you
and Jeannie sent me—we are most grateful
to you, Joe. It would be in or out of order
to buy you a cocktail that you might name?

“Senator McCarraY. Why don’t you drop
over here about 5 and we can go across the
street and have a drink.”

It was some time later the Army decided
you can't do business with JoE McCARTHY.

[From the Washington Dally News of July
16, 1954]

How McCARTHY DEMORALIZED THE VOICE—
A VicTory FOR THE KREMLIN—HERE'S AN
ExaMmpLE oF How Nor To RUN AN INVESTI-
GATION
(Fifth article by Frederick Woltman)

Senator Josepa R. McCarTtHY is bringing
into disrepute one of the most vital func-
tions of Congress. It is the power to investi-
gate—an invaluable weapon in America’s
arsenal agalnst communism.

Senator McCArRTHY's methods menace in
particular the future of the two commit-
tees created to deal with the Communist
conspiracy. They are the Velde Un-Ameri-
can Activities Committee in the House of
Representatives and the Jenner. Internal Se-
curity Subcommittee in the Senate.

Both have developed sound, fair, and judi-
cial procedures. Yet they increasingly are
tarred with the McCarthy brush.

For the Wisconsin Senator has given a
powerful shot in the arm to those who would
take Congress altogether out of the business
of exposing communism. The Communists
and the anti-anti-Communists are delighted.

THIS WAS HIS WORST

His supreme disservice to date to the in-
vestigative role of Congress was the degrad-
ing spectacle of the McCarthy-Army hear-
ings. No one understands this better than
his own Republican colleagues most con-
cerned with communism.

To save what was left from the wreckage
and to restore public confidence, the Sen-
ate Republican policy committee on July 1
offered a new code of conduct for commit-
tees. One objective was to “assure the rights
of witnesses™ and guard against “smears.”

Senator McCarTHY's position up to now
has been: “To hell with everybody. I'll
make my own rules.”

As a case history of his methods, this
writer made a special study of the Senator’s
first venture after inheriting chairmanship
of the powerful Senate Government Opera-
tions Committee in January 1953. It was
his melodramatic inquiry into the Voice of
America and our overseas information pro-
gram. Then in the State Department, this
$88 million-a-year agency has been waging
the Government’'s propaganda counter-of-
fensive against Soviet communism.
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HIS JOB ON THE VOICE

The committee and its permanent Investi-
gations subcommittee, before Senator Mc-
CarTHY took over, had achieved a creditable
reputation for uncovering waste and cor-
ruption. It had scrupulously steered clear
of communism, leaving that to the two
other committees. At the same time, Pres-
ident Eisenhower took office pledged to make
subversion in Government the responsibility
of the executive branch.

Hardly before the new President was
sworn Senator McCarTHY moved in.

The two central figures in the reccnt
Army-McCarthy wrangle, Roy M. Cohn, his
counsel, and G. David Schine, his unpaid
aide, carried the ball on the Voice inquiry.

For months running they generated blaz-
ing headlines of “Mess,” “Secandals,” “Sabo-
tage,” and “Subversion.”

In the judgment of this writer, it will go
down as one of the most disgraceful, scatter-
brained, inept, misleading, and unfair in-
vestigations in congressional annals.

The public hearings (770 pages of tran-
script) and the final reports, as well as the
Senator’s day-to-day press feedouts, gave a
totally distorted picture of what, by 1953,
had become a potent force in the psycho-
logical war against communism.

As a result, the work of the agency was
disrupted for months; its staff was demoral-
ized; America's influence abroad was dam-
aged; the Red press of the world had a field
day; it was a mighty victory for the Eremlin.

The record of the McCarthy Volce inquiry
offers a revealing lesson on how not to run
a congressional investigation. It could serve
as a useful guide to the current hearings on
committee methods, conducted by the Senate
Rules Subcommittee and its counsel, Rob-
ert Morris,

The McCarthy-Cohn-Schine trio set out
to show sabotage and subversion. Evidence
to the contrary was brushed aside.

UNCHECKED SUSPICIONS

The few Voice employees who fancled
“plots”—on the flimsiest pretexts—were
rushed into public hearings.

Responsible anti-Communist employees,
who did not, were never called.

Unchecked suspicions and grievances of
witnesses with an ax to grind were presented
on TV as believable evidence. Second-hand
testimony was used which first-hand evi-
dence would have exploded.

Salient documentary evidence was not
brought to the attention of the committee
members.

In some Instances BSenator McCarTHY
picked as a target solidly anti-Communist
Voice officials. One was Edwin M. J. Kretz-
mann, the VOA policy adviser, who had al-
ways backed an aggressive anti-Communist
policy in the broadcasts. On second-hand
hearsay, later refuted, Senator McCarTHY
tried to make an atheist out of VOA's reli-
glous editor. This got headlines.

Their cops-and-robbers, 18-day whirlwind
tour of 7 European countries made a laugh-
ing stock of Mesrs. Cohn and Schine and of
their Government.

Ostensibly there to find Red-authored
books in American libraries, they sailed
through with a blaze of press interviews
that would have brought instant dismissal
had they been, for instance, FBI agents.

It was a performance inconceivable under
any other congressional committee chairman.

For calling them “junketeering racketeers,”
Theodore Kaghan, acting public affairs
director for the United States High Com-
missioner in Germany, was brought back,
grilled mercilessly by Senator McCarTHY,
mostly on irrelevancies, and cashiered.

The McCarthy staff ignored Mr. Kaghan's
outstanding record in directing the anti-
Soviet propaganda war in Austria and Gei«

many, attested to by leading Garman anti-
Reds.
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Nor did it matter that High Commissioner
James B. Conant, appointed by President
Eisenhower, defended Mr. Eaghan as "“an
effective” fighter against communism.

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles had
to plead for 6 months “to correct errors,”
but sald he would not be “dictated to.”

Panicked at one point, Mr. Dulles ordered
that henceforth no Communists could be
guoted in Voice broadcasts behind the Iron
Curtain.

Quoting Stalin’s words to make him eat
them bad been a useful psychological tool
against the Kremlin. Later Mr. Dulles re-
versed the order.

Senator McCarTHY put on a full-dress show
over his charge of Communist books in over-
seas libraries.

The number turned out to a tiny fraction
of the 2 million volumes.

The Senator disregarded the fact that the
Government was acutely aware of the prob-
lem and already was weeding out the books,
A Government spokesman testified that the
book charges were exaggerated “out of all
proportion.”™

Senator McCarTEY's final Voice reports
were 1-man documents signed by the Sen-
ator. Compared with those of the Velde and
Jenner groups, they were, to say the least,
half-baked.

In some instances, blistering conclusions
were reached which flatly contradicted the
evidence; in others, out-of-context excerpts
were used which the full text would have
refuted.

BAKER EAST AND BAKER WEST

Possikbly the Senator’s most shocking ex-
hibition concerned Baker East and Baker
West.

Here he tried to pin a fantastic sabotage
‘plot on Voice engineers and their superiors.
What was involved was nothing more than a
problem of radio transmission. Had he bared
the full story, Senator McCarTHY's “plot”
would have had to include such institutions
as the Radio Corporation of America and
Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Yet the Senator kept throwing out in-
nuendos of treason which guaranteed him
headlines.

In the midst of this, the Voice engineer
who had done the spade work on the Baker
projects, Raymond Eaplan threw himself in
front of a truck in Boston. Quickly after
the suicide, Senator McCarRTHY announced
there was no evidence of “any wrongdoing
of any kind"” against Mr. Eaplan.

In a suicide note to his wife and son, Mr.
Kaplan wrote he was being made “the patsy.”
He added: “You see, once the dogs are set
on you, everything you have done from the
beginning of time is suspect.”

Bakers East and West were part of an
enormous top-level project for piercing the
Iron Curtain. The idea, known as the Ring
plan, was to build a necklace of superpower
radio transmitters around the Soviet-domi-
nated countries to break Russian jamming.
Bakers East and West were to be the two
shortwave stations on American soil.

The State Department retained MIT's Re-
search Laboratory of Electronics to recom-
mend locations. After exhaustive research
and based on reports from RCA’s Central
Propagation Laboratory, the Bureau of
Standards and the Army Signal Corps, MIT
proposed one site in North Carolina, and
another near Seattle.

A technical disagreement later came up
over the locations. Here Senator McCARTHY
entered the picture. An unhappy ex-assist=-
ant engineer had opposed the Seattle site.

On the basis of his testimony, Senator
McCarTEY and his staff created a false issue
over the sites. From it, they tried to spell
out a subversive plot to mislocate the sta-
tions for the Soviet Union.

At first they played down the role of MIT
and RCA. They failed to bring out official
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correspondence that would have showed the
sites were recommended and re-recom-
mended by the outside agencies.

They failed to call a single one of the
prominent electronics engineers and scien-
tists who made the recommendations and
would have backed the sites.

Senator McCArRTHY, to show great waste,
kept repeating that the MIT study cost
$600,000.

Actually it cost §6,000.

The issue narrowed down to one man,
Dr. J. B. Wiesner, director of the MIT elec-
tronies laboratory, who signed the report
favoring Seattle. Senator EKarr MunpT, Re-
publican, of South Dakota, and other Sen-
ators pressed Senator McCarTHY and Roy
Cohn to produce the MIT scientists in order
to get the facts straight.

Mr. Cohn finally told them he had talked
with Dr. Wiesner, with “three of us on the
line.”

“Dr. Wiesner,” he assured the Scenators,
stated “that it was his conclusion that
Baker West, from a standpoint of efficiency
and reliability, should be moved south and
away from Seattle, and that he would just
as soon not come here and testify, as that
was his conclusion.”

That satisfied the Senators.

Dr. Wiesner was never called.

In his final report to the Senate, Senator
McCarTHY slightly watered down his orig-
inal accusations of “deliberate sabotage”
which got him the headlines. But he was
still able to boast that he “uncovered waste
and mismanagement of such a magnitude to
suggest deliberate sabotage as a possible al-
ternative to hopeless incompetence.”

This writer recently visited Dr. Wiesner
at MIT in Cambridge, Mass. There he di-
rects a staff of 350 which is doing basic sci-
entific research .on radar communieation.s
under Government contract.” ~ -

Dr. Wiesner told me that Mr. Cohn had
misrepresented him.

Virtually all of the engineers still favor
Seattle, he said.

“I told Cohn my technical judgment was
still to put Baker West in Seattle,” said Dr.
Wiesner.

“We had a long, heated discussion in
which he tried hard to get me to agree that
the Seattle site was inferior. I refused.
He misrepresentec my position.

“Also, at the end of our final discussion,
Cohn sald: ‘I don't intend to subpena you,
but you are free to come down and make
any statement you want to.’ He did not ask
me to come.

“Since I had no idea he was going to mis-
represent me, I thought I had no need of
coming.”.

Mr. Cohn had also suggested sabotage.

*“I told Cohn I saw no evidence of sabo-
tage,” Dr. Wiesner asserted. “I felt at the
time and still do that the sabotage charge
was completely unfounded and ridiculous.”

By failure to present Dr. Wiesner's vital
testimony, Senator McCarTHY could report
mismanagement approaching  sabotage.
And he could boast of having *“effected a
saving of over $18 million” in the Baker
projects alone.

At the McCarthy-Schine hearings the
Senator gave much of the credit for the $18
million savings to Schine, now an Army
private.

The figure turns out to be not quite so.

On the heels of his sabotage charges, the
Baker projects were scrapped. But $8,434,000
had already been spent.

And the world’s two largest radlo trans-
mitters now lie useless in Government ware-
houses, declared surplus property.

It's these free-wheeling McCarthy tactics
that put the Velde and Jenner committees
at a murderous disadvantage. The Senator
can out-talk and out-shout them. His ex-
aggeration and distortions assure headlines.
Their gquiet, orderly methods do not.
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What is needed in America today is con-
tinued vigllance by the FBI and other police
agencies; plus a joint congressional watchdog
committee, under a responsible chairman,
with fair and sound rules of procedure.

Last February the Republicans got wor-
ried over the effect of Senator McCARTHY'S
committee methods on public opinion.
Senator Homer FercusSoN (Republican, of
Michigan), chairman of the Senate Repub-
lican Policy Committee, announced a unan-
imous decision to push for certain commit-
tee procedural reforms. They were en-
dorsed specifically by President Eisenhower
and Vice President Nrxon.

The Senator's reply was defiance.

He didn't “give a tinker's damn,” Senator
McCarTHY asserted, about “how high or
how low"” were his critics in either party.
To emphasize he meant the President and
Senate Republican leaders, he repeated
slowly and deliberately: “How high or how
low.”

[From the Washington Daily News of July 14,
1954]

BrasTs FroM A STUCK WHISTLE—MCCARTHY
VERsUS THE GOP

With the election of Dwight D. Eisenhower
and the return of the Republicans to power,
Seznator McCarTHY lost little time in haras-
sing the new regime.

As under the Democrats, the McCarthy
stuck-whistle charges continued—of Com-
munists, subversion, treason, in Govern-
ment. Here is a calendar tabulation of~the
headlines the Senator was able to make for
himself under the Republican administra-
tion:

November 8, 1852 (day after election):
Tells reporter his “emphasis will not be on
communism, but on graft and corruption,
* * + We have a new Presldent who doesn't
want party-line thinkers or fellow travelers.
He will conduct the fight.”

December 10: Says in Washington there
would be no slackening of his campaign
against communism. *“We have only
scratched the surface.”

December 12: Demands the President-elect
give him the Executive files on crooks or
Communists in Government.

January 1953: Launches attack on the
Eisenhower nomination of James B. Conant,
president of Harvard, as High Commissioner
to Germany. A few weeks before, announced
he was going to investigate Communist
thinkers in Nation’s colleges.

February 13: Announces, after one closed
hearing, he has found evidence of sabotage
in the Voice of America, under the new Sec=
retary of State, John Foster Dulles.

February 14: Promises sensational disclo=
sures of “waste, incompetence, and subver=
sion,” in the Voice of America.

February 28: Mr. Dulles pleads for 6 months
to correct the accumulated errors in the past
20 years. Senator McCArTHY steps up his
attacks, turning them on the United States
information program abroad.

March 21: Launches drive to scuttle Presi-
dent’s nomination of Charles E. Bohlen, Rus-
sian expert, as Ambassador to the Soviet
Union, Asserts latter is security risk. Ac-
cuses Mr. Dulles of double talk and untrue
statements in defending Mr. Bohlen and de-
mands lie-detector test of Mr. Bohlen. Mr.
Bohlen confirmed after Republican Senator
Robert A. Taft contemptuously answers Mc-
Carthy charges. And after Republican policy
chairman, Senator WiLLiam F. ENOWLAND, 65=-
salls them.

March 29: Begins bitter, drawn-out con-
troversy with Eisenhower Foreign Aid Chief,
Harold E. Stassen, over Greek ship trade with
Reds in Orlent. Mr. Dulles warns of dangers
in congressional committees entering field of
foreign relations.

April: McCarthy aldes Roy M. Cohn and
G. David Schine make 18-day whirlwind
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sweep through West Europe to ferret out
subversion in United States overseas infor-
mation program.

May 4: Delivers go-it-alone speech to
Senate, daring our allies to pull out of Eo-
rean war. Republican colleagues reply noth-
ing could be more pleasing to the Kremlin,

June 14: President assalls “book burners,”
term generally directed at Senator MCCARTHY
for his campalgn on BState Department's
libraries abroad.

July 9: Turns guns on Central Intelligence
Azency and its Director, Allen W. Dulles,
brother of Secretary of State.

Augzust 4: Accuses CIA Director Dulles of
“‘coverup.”

Auzust 5: Claims Reds “still” in Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

August 10: Tells press Communist Party
member has access to secrets of CIA, Mili-
tary Establishment, and Atomic Energy Com-
mission through Government Printing Office.
Hints Red spies stole nuclear secrets which
helped Russia develop H-bomb. “An ex-
tremely bad situation.”

October 11: Claims evidence that has “all
the earmarks of extremely dangerous” and
“extremely recent” espionage in Army Signal
Corps radar laboratories at Fort Monmouth.

November 21: Announces “We've got to
take a lot more positive stand against Com-
munists . . . We haven't even scratched the
surface yet.”

December 1: Attacks Government for soft
treatment of Allies over trade to China. *“Are
we going to send perfumed notes, following
the style of the Truman-Acheson regime?”
Secretary Dulles replies, with approval of
President, that Senator McCarTHY “attacks
the very heart of United States foreign
policy.”

December 2: Without mentioning his
name, President takes sharp issue with Sen-
ator McCarTHY'S tactics for dealing with
Communists at home and abroad,

December 156: Announces he will demand
names of Navy personnel who “cleared Com-
munists.”

January 13, 1954: Announces investigation
of possible Red influence in Hawaii.

February 2: Insists again he uncovers
“very, very current espionage’ at Fort Mon-
mouth.

May 30: At Army-McCarthy hearings, fi-
nally extends “20 years of treason under the
Democrats” to ““21 years of treason,'” bringing
it into the Eisenhower administration.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Vermont yield?

Mr, FLANDERS. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I wish
to compliment the distinguished Senator
from Vermont on his elogquent and con-
vinecing remarks. At a later date I shall
speak at considerable length on the reso-
lution he has just read and on the evils
and dangers of “McCarthyism,” on
which I have spoken so frequently in the
past 3 or 4 years, both on the floor of
the Senate and elsewhere.

However, in the meantime, let me as-
sure the distinguished Senator from
Vermont of my wholehearted support of
the resolution he will call up. I express
the deep hope and the expectation that
the deadline for the presentation of the
resolution will be not later than July 30;
otherwise, I greatly fear that in the press
of the business of the Senate, the reso-

lution may be sidetracked, and Members
of the Senate may be deprived of an op-

portunity to express their views on this
all-important subject, which so closely
affects the dignity, the duties, and the re-
sponsibilities of the Senate, in which
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the distinguished Senator from Ver-
mont and I have the honor of serving.

Mr. FLANDERS. I heartily thank the
Senator from New York.

SECRET ARMY INFORMATION AND
ARMY CONTRACTS TO UNDER-
WORLD ASSOCIATES

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, in
1951 a charge was presented to the Sen-
ator from Kansas [Mr. ScHOEPPEL] and
myself that associates of the underworld
had been given clearance to secret con-
tracts and information by the Depart-
ment of the Army, and that a company
controlled by this group was being
awarded Government contracts at prices
higher than other responsible bids.

Also the charge was made that this
company, controlled by a man who defi-
nitely was connected with the under-
world, had placed a representative in a
key position as assistant to the Director
of War Mobilization Board, and that
this representative had been given this
high position without any FBI check.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KucsHEL in the chair). Does the Senator
from Delaware yield to the Senator from
Maryland?

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask that the Senator from Delaware
vield only for questions. I expect to in-
sist that the rules be rather rigidly en-
forced until we dispose of the unfinished
business.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield for a
question?

Mr, WILLIAMS. T yield.

Mr. BUTLER. Did I correctly hear
the Senator from Delaware? Did he
say that a man with definite connections
with the underworld had placed in a
high position in our Defense Establish-
ment another man without FBI clear-
ance?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. I
think the documents I shall place in the
Recorp today will substantiate that
statement. In fact, I shall quote at this
time from a letter signed by Mr. Charles
E. Wilson, Director of the War Mobiliza-
tion Board—and I may say this Mr.
Wilson is not the Charles Wilson who is
the Secretary of Defense. The letter is
dated March 31, 1952:

The fact is that he was not investigated
by the FBI prior to being sworn in as an

employee of the Office of Defense Mobili-
zation.

In a preceding letter by Mr. Wilson I
was advised that the customary rule re-
quiring persons appointed to such posi-
tions be cleared was not followed. This
case is the only exception of which I
know.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield for an-
other question?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. Does the Senator from
Delaware know how this was accom-
plished?

Mr. WILLTAMS. I putthe same ques-
tion to Mr. Wilson. In a letter dated
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February 28, 1952, I was advised—and I
now quote from the letter:

Mr. Lamb was recommended for the posi-
tion by Gen. Harry Vaughan.

Mr. BUTLER. Is that the General
Vaughan who was the personal aide to
Harry S. Truman, former President of
the United States?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct.

Mr. BUTLER. Do I correctly under-
stand that the personal aide to the then
President of the United States placed a
man who had connections with the un-
derworld in one of our defense establish-
ments, with a top secret rating?

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; that man was
given a “secret” rating; however, an-
other individual who controlled the com-
pany that sent him to Washington and
who did have a direct connection with
the Costello gang, did get top secret
clearance. It should be said, as to the
background of this man who got secret
clearance that I know nothing other
than the fact that he was a represen=
tative of a company in New York
which was definitely organized with
money from members of the underworld
and that clearance was given to him
without an FBI check, and apparently
solely upon the recommendation of Gen-
eral Vaughan.

Mr. President, recognizing the serious-
ness of these charges, we immediately re-
ported the charge to the agencies affect-
ed and began to check. Today we are ln
a position to render a report.

First, I wish to discuss how t.op-secret.
clearance was given by the United States
Army to an individual who not only has
an unsavory record of his own, but also
was definitely established as having
financial connections with prominent
members of the Frank Costello gang.
The name is Louis I. Pokrass, 115 Cen-
tral Park West, New York City.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLTAMS. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. I know the reputation
for accuracy of the Senator from Dela-
ware, and I know he has never made a
statement on this floor that he could not
back up and document. Is it the state-
ment of the Senator from Delaware at
this time that this man did have top-
secret clearance?

Mr. WILLIAMS. The man I am dis-
cussing now, Mr. Pokrass, did get top=
secret clearance, and I can definitely es-
tablish here, today, the fact that he was
financially connected with members of
the underworld, including Frank Cos-
tello, Meyer Lansky, and Bugsy Siegel,
and so forth.

Louis I. Pokrass was born in Korsun,
Russia, July 17, 1898. He came to the
United States in either 1913 or 1914; en-
listed in the United States Navy in 1918;
was naturalized in New York City on
September 5, 1918; received an honor-
able discharge from the Navy in 1919;

and has resided in New York since that
time.

During the prohibition era Mr. Pokrass
was arrested four times for violations of
the National Prohibition Act, with the
charges being dismissed in each instance.
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After the repeal of the Prohibition Act,
Mr. Pokrass joined other individuals,
most of whom had questionable back-
grounds, in organizing numerous whole-
sale and retail liquor establishments.

During the succeeding years the rec-
ords show that at periodic intervals Mr.
Pokrass or his companies were involved
in numerous conflicts of the law. One
particular case involved a serious charge
of floor-stock-tax evasion on the part
of the Capitol Wine & Spirits Corp.,
under which name they were at that time
operating, and resulted in recommenda-
tions for criminal prosecution, as well
as civil liability. On July 3, 1942, he suc-
cessfully negotiated a compromise settle-
ment with the Department of Justice,
wherein he paid $95,000 in lieu of further
civil liabilities; and an additional $5,000
was paid to the Department of Justice
in lieu of eriminal prosecution.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. Does the Senator from
Delaware know who investigated those
charges and who made that settlement?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am going to in-
corporate in the REcorp a letter from the
Department of Justice outlining the com-
plete details.

Mr. BUTLER. Does the Senator from
Delaware feel that any further investiga-
tion should be made of that phase of the
matter?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I shall place this
case in the Recorp; and I think it would
be well for every Member of Congress to
review the case and also to have it re-
viewed by the congressional committees
that are responsible.

In the public hearings held by the
Kean subcommittee last year the record
showing how Mr. Pokrass made various
payments and gifts, including two $1,000
checks, a new car, and a fur coat to
Carroll Mealey, Deputy Commissioner of
Internal Revenue, who was then serving
as Chief of the Alcohol Tax Unit, was
fully documented and exposed. These
payments were made during a period
when Mr. Pokrass had an application
pending before Mr. Mealey's department.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. MS. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. Did Mr. Mealey have
anything to do with the settlement of
the floor-tax case?

Mr. WILLIAMS. No, not the floor-
tax case.

Mr. BUTLER. The Senator is now re-
ferring to another case?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thisisanother case,
in which the Kean subcommittee de-
veloped that Mr. Pokrass had made var-
jous payments of the nature deseribed to
Mr. Mealey, who was then chief of the
Aleohol Tax Unit.

We also developed later from our rec-
ord that Mr. Mealey intervened in this
case in what might be considered a
rather irregular manner and obtained a
favorable decision for Mr. Pokrass.

Mr. BUTLER. The floor-tax case
would have been handled through Mr.
Mealey’'s tax unit, would it not?

Mr. WILLIAMS, Yes, but Mr, Mealey
was not connected with it at that time.
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I do not think Mr. Mealey had anything
to do with the other case.

In 1952 Mr. Pokrass successfully
dodged the subpena issued by the King
subcommittee, which at that time was
attempting to check this same transac-
tion.

In addition to an unsavory record of
his own including numerous conflicts
with the law and the bribery of a pub-
lic official the record also shows that
Mr. Pokrass had been directly connected
with some of the country’s most notori-
ous underworld characters.

In 1946 Mr. Pokrass joined Benjamin
(Bugsy) Siegel in building the Flamin-
go Hotel in Nevada. Mr. Pokras put up
$250,000 in this venture.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLTAMS. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. BUTLER. Did not Mr. Siegel
meet a very untimely death at that
very hotel?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct.

Mr. BUTLER. And he was one of the
partners with Frank Costello, Pokrass
and others interested in this defense
plant?

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr. Siegel was not
interested in the defense plant, but
Pokrass was connected with Mr. Siegel
in the Flamingo Hotel. I cited that sole-
ly to show the connection of that indi-
vidual with these prominent members
of the underworld and that they did
have financial connections through the
years.

Mr. BUTLER. Can the Senator show
that they had a financial interest in this
company?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Frank Costello and
others had a financial interest in this
company when it was established. That
can be definitely shown, although there
is the claim that prior to taking the de-
fense contracts Pokrass had purchased
their interest.

Mr. BUTLER. In any event, at some
time during the history of the company
persons financially interested, including
Bugsy Siegel——

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; they did not
include Bugsy Siegel in this company
which got the defense contract. They
included Frank Costello, Meyer Lansky,
and it was reported Joe Adonis—and Mr.
Pokrass. )

Mr. BUTLER. We do know that the
company itself, or Mr. Pokrass, the head
of the company, had a top secret clear-
ance for our defense secrets, and we
know that Mr. Lamb had a secret clear-
ance for our defense secrets.

Mr. That is correct.

Mr. BUTLER. Not only that, but he
had a key position in our Defense Estab-
lishment, at the appointment, appar-
ently, of General Vaughan, who was the
aide to the President of the United
States.

Mr. WILLIAMS, That is correct, al-
though there is a claim that these in-
dividuals had separated from this com-
pany prior to the time of these latter
happenings. Nevertheless, that claim
does not remove the fact that an asso-
ciwte of these men, a man who had an
unsavory record of his own, was given a
top secret clearance and he was repre-
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sented in the Office of Defense Mobiliza-
tion. That was a dangerous situation.

In 1947 Mr. Pokrass became interested
in television and organized the Consoli-
dated Television Corp. On November
10, 1948, the name of this company was
changed to the Tele-King Corp. Mr.
Pokrass was a top official and principal
figure in both companies.

On October 11, 1951, Mr. George Gold-
stein, certified public accountant, New-
ark, N. J., testified before the Kefauver
crime committee to the effect that Frank
Costello, under the name of his attorney
George Wolf, was a stockholder with this
same Mr. Pokrass in the Consolidated
Television Co., the predecessor company
for Tele-King.

On March 21, 1951, Frank Costello,
under oath before the Kefauver crime
committee, confirmed that both he and
Meyer Lansky had joined Louis I. Po-
krass in financing this television com-
pany, and, according to his testimony,
he later sold his interest to Louis
Pokrass.

On February 14, 1951, Meyer Lansky,
another notorious racketeer and mem-
ber of the Costello gang, when testifying
under oath before the Kefauver crime
committee in New York City, likewise
confirmed that both he and Costello had
invested in this television company, of
which Louis Pokrass was the principal
figure. Mr. Lansky in his testimony on
that same date stated that Joe Adonis
was also a partner in the company, al-
though I should say at that point that
this is the only information I have with
reference to Joe Adonis.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS. 1 yield.

Mr. BUTLER. A moment ago the
Senator mentioned an address in New
York. Is that the address of another
notorious underworld character, other
than the man to whom the Senator is
now referring?

Mr. WILLTAMS. I was about to make
the statement that during this period
the listed address of Louis I. Pokrass was
115 Central Park West, New York City,
which address was exactly the same as
that of Frank Costello.

On February 13, 1952, an FBI report
containing practically all this informa-
tion regarding the background of this
group was submitted to the White
House. However, it was not until De-
cember 9, 1952, that any action was
taken to revoke a “top secret” clearance
which had been granted to Mr. Pokrass.

I may say that since I prepared this
speech, and just before I started speak-
ing, Lieutenant Colonel Walker, from
the Defense Establishment, called my
office. While at first the Defense De-
partment was unable to establish the
fact that there was a top secret clear-
ance for Mr. Pokrass, and while I am
incorporating in the REcorp today a let-
ter in which the Defense Establishment
officials said that this individual received
no more than secret clearance, I was
advised just a few minutes ago that they
had reexamined their files since I in-
sisted that he had been given top secret
clearance, and they now find that I am
correct in my statement.
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Later today I will incorporate in the
Recorp their letter confirming this one
remaining question.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield before reading the memo-
randum?

Mr. WILLIAMS. T yield.

Mr. BUTLER. The Senator said this
information had been sent to the White
House. Tell us again when it was sent.

Mr. WILLTAMS, February 13, 1952.

Mr. BUTLER. When was action taken
upon it?

Mr. WILLIAMS. The clearance was
not revoked until December 9, 1952.

Mr. BUTLER. Almost a year after
the information was sent to the White
House?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct.

Mr. BUTLER. As a member of the
Internal Security Subcommittee I have
heard of instances similar to that. In-
deed, several cases in which information
was sent to the White House during the
last administration and nothing was
done about it. Does not that point up
the need for a Senate committee or
committees to keep track of some of
these things, to see that the executive
departments do not fall down in in-
stances of this kind?

Mr., WILLIAMS. Unguestionably
there is weakness or laxity somewhere.
1 fail to find any reasonable excuse for
what happened. Remember that at the
time this took place we were in the midst
of the Korean war.

Mr. BUTLER. It is almost inconceiv-
able that it could have happened in the
first instance; but when it was brought
to the attention of the White House, it
is completely inexcusable, in my opin-
jon, that the situation was permitted to
continue for almost a year without being
remedied.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The memorandum
which was dictated to my secretary this
morning was to the effect that on March
20, 1951, Louis I. Pokrass was given “top
secret” clearance, and that on May 26,
1951, that clearance was changed to se-
cret clearance. However, he retained
his “secret” clearance until December 9,
1952.

Mr. BUTLER. If the Senator can do
it, will he please define, for the benefit of
the American public, what “top secret”
means?

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is my understand-
ing that it is the highest clearance that
can be given any civilian.

Mr. BUTLER. It is the very highest
classification; and a man with top-secret
clearance can see secret documents, no
matter how vital they may be to the
defense of this great country. Is not
that true?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is my under-
standing—even including documents
which are not available to Members of
Congress.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield.

Mr. CASE. Was the party in question
cleared for receiving all top-secret in-
formation or for receiving contract spec=
ifications of a top-secret character?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Contract specifica=
tions, which makes a difference, as the
Senator knows.
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Mr. CASE. Yes; there is a difference.
To be wholly accurate, it is possible that
this man was given the right to examine
contract specifications of a top-secret
character, and it does not necessarily
mean that he had access to all top-
secret information.

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct.
However, the Senator from South Da-
kota knows that top-secret clearance,
even to that extent, does give an indi-
vidual the right, as a prospective con-
tractor, to examine the top-secret work
which this country is considering. That
ga?dinclude radar or work in the atomic

eld.

Mr. CASE. Yes; I would agree to that.
It points up a very disturbing situation,
when a man of such character, unrelia-
ble, or at least undesirable, should have
access to that type of information.

Now I should like to ask the Senator,
reverting to the question asked by the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER]
some time ago, whether I understand
correctly that Mr. Pokrass was given this
position and this access to top-secret
contractual specifications on the recom-
mendation of General Harry Vaughan.

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; I do not know
how Mr. Pokrass got it; however, his rep-
sentative who was employed in the Office
of Defense Mobilization was endorsed by
General Vaughan,

Mr. CASE. How did Vaughan get into
the picture?

Mr, WILLIAMS. There are two dif-
ferent individuals about whom we are
speaking. Mr. Pokrass is the only one
who received top-secret clearance. As
to whether his clearance was as a result
of an FBI check I do not know.
it.,Mr. CASE. How did Vaughan get into

Mr, WILLIAMS. The other individ-
ual, Mr. Franklin Lamb, was a repre-
sentative of the company which was
owned by Mr. Pokrass, which company
was operating on a defense contract. He
got a position as an assistant to Mr.
Charles E. Wilson, of the Defense Mobili=-
zation Office. He received that clear-
ance without any FBI check, based on
the recommendation of Gen. Harry
Vaughan.

Mr. CASE. Is it suggested that Harry
Vaughan was taking the place of the
FBI in providing clearance for that man?

Mr, WILLIAMS. I read the state-
ment of facts as I found them.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. While that individual
was holding the position with the ODM
he was also drawing a salary from the
company, was he not?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correet to
the extent that he was on a per diem
basis.

Mr. BUTLER. In other words, he was
drawing a Federal salary and at the same
time was drawing a salary from his com-
pany.

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct.

Mr, CASE. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield.

Mr. CASE. In view of the facts and
circumstances which the Senator from
Delaware has related, would he say that
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some of us were justified in objecting to
the confirmation of the appointment of
Gen. Harry Vaughan to the perma-
nent rank of major general, when that
promotion came before the Senate last
year?

Mr, WILLTAMS. Asone who objected
at that time, I certainly have found noth-
ing since then to change my opinion
about him,

Mr. CASE. As a member of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services I objected to
the consideration of the nomination.

Mr. WILLIAMS. T shall now read an
excerpt from a letter addressed to me by
Mr. Charles E. Wilson, of the Office of
Defense Mobilization, dated February 28,
1954, in which he outlines the procedure
which was customarily followed in se-
lecting personnel. He says:

All employees of the Office of Defense
Mobilization are subjected to complete back-
ground investigations conducted either by
the Federal Bureau of Investigation or the
Civil Service Commission. Mr. Lamb's full
field investigation failed to disclose any de-
rogatory information whatsoever concerning
him or his past activities.

Now I should like to read from another
letter, also written by Mr. Charles E.
Wilson, of the Office of Defense Mobili-
zation. It is dated March 31, 1952, and
reads in part as follows:

With respect to your second question as
to whether or not he was cleared—

That is, Mr. Lamb—
by the FBI prior to employment, the fact
is that he was not investigated by the FBI
prior to being sworn in as an employee of
the Office of Defense Mobilization.

It was also pointed out in this cor-
respondence that Mr. Lamb was recom-
mended to the Office of Defense Mobi-
lization by Gen. Harry Vaughan.

A short review of Mr. Pokrass’ record
shows that he entered this country as
an immigrant from Russia at the ap-
proximate age of 15. Throughout his
entire life he has been in numerous con-
flicts with the law—{first as a four-time
alleged violator of the National Prohibi-
tion Act and later as he attempted to
operate various liguor companies after
the repeal of the act. With this un-
savory record of Mr. Pokrass as outlined
above—most of all which has been public
information—and the fact that under
dates of February 14, 1951, and March
13, 1951, such notorious racketeers as
Frank Costello and Meyer Lansky had
publicly testified before the Kefauver
Crime Committee of their business asso-
ciation with Mr. Pokrass, I was amazed
to find that just a few weeks later, on
March 20, 1951, this same Louis I, Pok-
rass, as chairman of the board of direc-
tors of the Tele-King Corp., was granted
clearance for employment on or access
to top-secret contracts and information
by the Department of the Army.

In a letter dated June 26, 1954, signed
by Lt. Col. L. H. Walker, Chief, Staff Op-
erations Branch, Department of the
Army, he confirmed that Mr. Pokrass
on March 20, 1951, had been cleared for
secret contracts and information. How-
ever, I have good reason to repeat my
statement that the original clearance of
Mr. Pokrass on that date was not just
secret clearance but top-secret clear-
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ance. I do not think the accuracy of
that statement wil” be challenged.

Just a few minutes before I began to
make my speech, as I related before, I
received a telephone call from Lieuten-
ant Colonel Walker, in which he said
that a reexamination of the records con-
firmed the fact that he was in error in
his letter when he said Mr. Pokrass had
received only secret clearance, and that
he found that the original clearance
which Mr. Pokrass had was top secret.
I will later today incorporate that letter
in the RECORD.

I shall now incorporate in the REcorp
the basis of my charge that Mr. Pokrass
originally financed his entrance in the
television business with the assistance
of some of the counfry’s most notorious
racketeers. I shall also incorporate in
the Recorp reports of how this company
during the Korean war was awarded ap-
proximately $7 million in Government
contracts at prices averaging nearly 20
gercent. higher than other responsible

ids.

More complete information regarding
Mr. Pokrass’ background can be sub-
stantiated from the records of the hear-
ings of the EKean subcommittee held in
early 1953.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, WILLIAMS. T yield.

Mr. BUTLER. As a member of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, which has jurisdiction of
matters affecting the dissemination of
information on television and other
means of communication, I would be in-
terested in knowing whether or not this
man is now engaged in the television
business and whether he now operates
a television station.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The company is now
in bankruptcy. Whether or not they
went out of the television business or
continued after getting the Government
contracts, I do not know. I shall incor-
porate in the REcorp a series of reports
which will show that this company, after
getting the first Government contract,
in the amount of approximately $315
million, and at a price approximately 20
percent higher than the price at which
another contractor was making the same
product for the Defense Department, ap-
plied for a $2 million loan from the Fed-
eral Reserve Board. This was rejected
on the basis of a weak financial position
and, as the Board said, for “other unsat-
isfactory features.” The Board did not
describe those features.

Later, the Defense Establishment, to
help out this company, adopted a pro-
cedure whereby, through the advance-
payment plan, money was furnished to
the company. It was, in effect, the lend-
ing of money without a note.

Mr. BUTLER. Was that through the
Small Defense Plant Administration?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I assume so. Atany
rate, it was through one of the Govern-
ment establishments, and I believe that
was the one.

Mr. BUTLER. Does the Senator’s in=-
vestigation show that the company ac-
tually had a license to make television
or radio broadcasts?
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edm. WILLIAMS. Not to my knowl-
ge.

Mr. BUTLER. It never had?

Mr, WILLIAMS. No.

Mr. BUTLER. It would be amazing
to me if the Federal Communications
Commission should issue a license to it.

Mr. WILLTAMS. No; this was a man-
ufacturing concern only. It later went
into bankruptey. A few weeks ago I
was advised that about a half million
dollars’ worth of work on the original $7
million worth of contracts remains to be
delivered, against which we have ad-
vanced payments of about $200,000 out-
standing.

It should be remembered also that this
company was originally awarded these
$7 million in defense contracts at a price
which cost the taxpayers over $1 million
over that which they could have been
bought from more responsible sources.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con=-
sent to have incorporated in the REcorp
a letter dated June 26, 1954, signed by Lt.
Col. L. H. Walker, in which is confirmed
the fact that on March 20, 1951, Mr.
Pokrass received clearance for access to
secret information, 1 also ask unani-
mous consent to have incorporated in
the ReEcorp a photostatic copy of the
alleged original clearance which shows
that Mr. Pokrass received clearance for
access to secret contracts. However, as
I said before, it has been confirmed this
morning that this is not the original,
that it is a changed copy. Top-secret
clearance was given on that date rather
than just secret as indicated in this re-
port.

I ask unanimous consent that both
these communications be incorporated
in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF,
Washington, D. C., June 26, 1954,
Hon, JoaN J. WILLIAMS,
United States Senate.

DeArR BENATOR WiLLiaMs: With respect to
your oral request concerning the current
clearance status of the Tele King Corp. and
some of its officers, the following information
is submitted:

a. The Tele King Corp. was granted a se-
cret clearance by the Office of the Provost
Marshal General on February 26, 1951. Con-
sent for employment on or access to secret
contracts and information was also granted
to Calvin E. Bell, Scott W. Donaldson, Frank-
lin Lamb, Warren J. Oestreicher, Harvey L.
Pokrass, and Louis I. Pokrass on the same
date (inclosure 1).

b. On March 20, 1951, Headquarters, First
Army, also issued a letter of consent for
access to secret information and material
to Louis I. Pokrass (enclosure 2).

c. On the basis of information subse-
quently developed relating to the suitability
of Louls I. Pokrass for access to classified
information, his clearances and that of the
Tele King Corp. were revoked on December 9,
1952. No formal revocation action was nec-
essary on the other five individuals as their
clearances as officers of the Tele King Corp.
automatically become invalid when the fa-
cility’s clearance was revoked,

d. No appeal action is now pending and
the revoecation of the clearances of Louls I.
Pokrass and the Tele King Corp, remains in
effect.
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The foregoing embodies all information
that I have been authorized to make availa-
ble at this time regarding security determi-
nations involving this firm.

Sincerely,
L. H. WALKER,
Lieutenant Colonel, GS, Chief, Staff
Operations Branch Office Chief
Legislative Liaison.

HEADQUARTERS, FIRST ARMY,

Governors Island, N. Y., March 20, 1951.
TeLE KiNc CoRP.,

New York,N.Y.
(Attention: Personnel manager.)

GENTLEMEN : Reference is made to the per-
sonnel security questionnaire recently sub-
mitted by your company in the case of the
citizen whose name appears hereon.

In conformance with SR 380-405-1, con-
sent is hereby granted for employment on
or access to secret contracts and informa-
tion of the Department of the Army in the
case of the following citizen. This grant of
consent is subject to the conditions and re-
quirements set forth on the reverse side
hereof.

Porkass, Louis I., chairman, board of direc-
tors, SSN: 109-03-8223.

By authority of the Secretary of the Army:

E. P. PARKER,
Major General, USA,
The Provost Marshal General.

(Not wvalid unless authenticated by the
appropriate continental army commander.)

For the Army commander:

EKENNETH J. WHITE,
Major, AGC, Adjutant General.

CONDITIONS AND REQUIREMENTS

1. Consent granted for the employment
of an individual is your authorization to
utilize the service of the individual on aero-
nautical and classified (secret, confidential,
or restricted as indicated in each consent
letter), Army contracts being performed by
you within the geographical limits or under
the jurisdiction of the continental army
from which you received the consent.

2. Before you may employ an individual
on contracts of the type described above,
within the geographical limits or under the
jurisdiction of another command, consent
must be obtained by request submitted to
the command in which, or under the juris-
diction of which, the individual is to be em-
ployed. The request must be accompanied
by a photostatic or certified copy of the
original letter of consent and a new alien
questionnaire (NME form 49) or personal
security questionnaire (NME form 48),
whichever is applicable.

3. If information comes to your attention
which indicates that your employment of
the individual is, or may be, inimiecal to the
interests of the United States, you are re-
quired promptly to make complete report
to the office from which you received the
consent letter, in order that appropriate
action may be taken.

4. All correspondence or inquiries in con-
nection with this matter should be directed
to the office from which you received the
consent letter.

E. P. PARKER,
Major General, USA,
The Provost Marshal General.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have incorporated
in the REcorD excerpts from the testi-
mony of Meyer Lansky as given before
the Kefauver crime committee under
date of February 14, 1951, in which he
confirms his partnership with Mr.
Pokrass.

There being no objection, the ex-
cerpts from testimony of Meyer Lansky
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‘were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

Mr. HALLEY. Were you ever in any business
with Zwillman? Were you in this television
outfit, Consolidated Television?

Mr. Lansky. Yes; I was.

Mr. HaLrey. Will you tell the committee
the story of Consolidated Television, what
was that all about?

Mr. Lansky., Well, to the best of my knowl-
edge, because we had the knowledge of dis-
tribution of juke boxes, I think Ed Smith
was approached to form a—what do you call
it—he claimed he had two good mechanics
for television, and they formed a company,
and we took an interest in it.

Mr. PoragofFr (his attorney from New
York City). You bought stock?

Mr. LaNskY. Yes; we bought stock.

The CHAIRMAN, I think for the benefit of
the reporter this is very difficult for him to
get. Please speak up.

Mr. Lansky. I am sorry. We started to
build television sets and I think that we
went in at the wrong end of it. We thought
that the commercial end was the best part.
We should have gone into the home-set
end, and maybe I would have been a very
rich man today.

Mr, HaLLey, What were you making them
for, bars and restaurants?

Mr, LaNsKY. At that time they were mostly
for bars. You did not have—what do you
call it—those reel cabinets, you just bought
the set.

Mr. HaLLEY. Who was this that approached
Ed Smith?

Mr. Lansky. Pokrass.

Mr. Harrey, Pokrass had the Alr King Co,,
too, did he not?

Mr. PoragorF. The Tele-King; is it not?

Mr. HavLLEY, Tele-Eing?

Mr. Lansky. I do not know if he changed
the name, but I think that we opened it up
as Tele-King. What it is today, I could not
say.

Mr. Hatrey. That was with Pokrass, too?

Mr. LanNskY. He approached them on the
assumption that we were acquainted in the
field and we knew all the distribution points.
We knew every place that had a juke box,
and that would be a good place to have
television.

Mr. Haurey. Now, getting back to tele-
vision, who else was in Consolidated?

Mr. LansKy. There was Pokrass, there was
Ed, there was Bill Bye, there was myself,
and there was Costello in there. He bought
a piece, but he did not buy it from my doings.

Mr. PorAxorr. When you say that, you
mean he bought stock?

The CHAIRMAN. Let's all talk a little
louder. I can tell that the reporter just
cannot hear you.

Mr. HALLEY. Costello was in it?

Mr, Lansky. Yes; he bought stock.

Mr. HauLey. And Joe Adonis was in it, was
he not?

Mr. LansEY. He bought some stock.

Mr. HaipLeY. How much money did you
invest in it?

Mr. Lansky. I think about $15,000 or
$£16,000.

Mr. HaLrLEY. Did you get any back?

Mr. LanskyY. Nothing.

Mr. Harrey. The whole thing was a flop?

Mr. Lansky. That part of it was, but I
understand it is successful now.

Mr. HALLEY. You mean Tele-King Is now
successful?

Mr. Lansky. That is what I understand.

Mr. HaLLEY. And you no longer have any
connection with it?

Mr. Lansxy. No.

Mr. HaLLEY. Do you know whether Adonis
or Costello have any present connection with
it?

Mr. Lansey. No; the whole company
busted up, and he went ahead with it on
his own, as I understand it, at the time, be-
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cause nobody else cared to invest any money
in it, and Bill Bye and Smith and I, we did
not want to go any further, and we quit.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have incorpor-
ated in the Recorp excerpts from the
testimony of Frank Costello as given be-
fore the Kefauver committee on March
13, 1951, in which he too confirms the
fact that he was in investor in this com-
pany with Mr. Pokrass.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

Mr. Harrey. Now, what other legitimate
businesses do you have?

Mr. CosTELLO. None at present.

Mr. HaLLEY. Well, you did have a television
company; is that right? -

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes.

Mr. HaLrLeY. What was that?

Mr. CosTELLO. I didn't have a television
company. I bought an interest. I bought
some stock.

Mr. Harrey, In what company?

Mr. CosTELLO. I believe it's the Tele King.

Mr. HALLEY. And who were your partners
there?

Mr. CostELLO. Louis Pokrass.

Mr. HaLLEY. And who else?

Mr, CosTELLo, I made an investment In
there. I happened to know the gentleman.
I invested around $20,000. Then later I
found out—which was later—that Meyer
Lansky had also an interest.

Mr. HaLLey. And did you also find out that
Joe Adonis had an interest?

Mr. CosTELLO. No.

Mr. HaLreY. You still don’t know that he
had an interest?

Mr. CosTELLO. I still don't know if he had
an interest.

Mr. HaLrLeY., And if the testimony is that
he had an interest, you wouldn't doubt it,
though, would you?

Mr. CosTELLO. Well, not coming from
me——

The CHAamMAN. Mr. Costello, either sit a
little nearer the mike, or bring it a little
closer to you.

Mr. HALLEY. How did you find out that
Meyer Lansky had an interest?

Mr. CosTELLO. I believe I met him one day,
and I told him, and he says, “Well, the funny
part is I made an investment also,” in that
particular company .

Mr. HaLLEY. You know Joe Adonis pretty
well, too, don't you?

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes, sure.

Mr. Haipey. Didn't he ever happen to
mention to you that he made an investment
there?

Mr. CosTELLO. Never.

Mr. HaLLeY. What came of that invest-
ment, the $20,000?

Mr. CosTeELLO. I believe they wanted be to
invest a little more money there, or loan the
company some money; which I wouldn't; I
didn't have much confidence in this.

They told me, would I relinquish part of
my stock which I did. And they returned
me part of my money back.

Then, later, I turned my stock in and they
paid me back in full.

Mr. HALLEY. You got your $20,000 back?

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes.

Mr. Harrey. From Mr. Pokrass?

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes.

Mr. HALLEY. Where was that company lo-
cated?

Mr. CosteELLO. It is located on Ninth Ave-
nue. I have never been up there.

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is interesting to
note that Mr. Costello’s testimony was
given on March 13, 1951, and that 7 days
later, on March 20, 1951, Mr. Pokrass
was given his “top secret” clearance by
the Army.
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Mr. President, I now ask unanimous
consent to have incorporated in the
REcorp a letter from the Department of
Justice, under date of February 16, 1953,
outlining the settlement of a case by Mr.
Pokrass, wherein he paid $95,000 in lieu
of forfeiture and $5,000 in lieu of crim-
inal prosecution.

Mr. LANGER. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield.

Mr. LANGER. May I have the name
of the writer of the letter?

Mr., WILLIAMS. It was the attorney
general who confirmed this setlement.

Mr, LANGER. 1 want only the name
of the man who signed the letter for the
Department of Justice.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr. Brownell; how-
ever, he refers to about 12 individuals
involved, and in the absence of knowing
the exact individual who was respon-
sible for the settlement, I would rather
the Senator would read the lefter. I
know what the Senator has in mind, and
I think the responsibility should be
placed at some particular point; how-
ever, I do not have the information,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter of February 16, 1953,
from the Department of Justice to which
I have just referred be printed in the
Recorp at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
Washington, D. C., February 16, 1953.
Hon, JoHN J. WILLIAMS,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My DEAR SENATOR: Reply is made to your
letter of January 26, 1953, making inquiry
regarding the acceptance on July 8, 1942,
of a $100,000 compromise offer from the
Capitol Wine & Liguor Corp., of New York,
respecting certain liability allegedly incurred
through violations of the floor-stocks tax
laws. It is assumed that you refer to offers
totaling that amount accepted from the
Capitol Wine & Spirit Corp., of New York,
on July 3, 1942,

The following concerns that settlement
which related to the alleged law violations
in connection with the floor-stocks tax of
75 cents per proof-gallon on certain distilled
spirits allegedly held for sale by the Capitol
Wine & Spirit Corp. on July 1, 1940. This
tax was imposed by the Revenue Act of 1940,
approved June 25, 1940, as an amendment
to section 2800, Internal Revenue Code. Un-
der that act this tax was made payable on
or before August 1, 1940. Although the act
was silent in respect to making of an inven-
tory, the Secretary of the Treasury by regu-
lations (TD-4976) issued June 26, 1940, re-
quired all persons so holding liquor to make
an inventory thereof before commencing
business on July 1, just 5 days later.

As the result of an Investigation at the
premises of the Capitol Wine & Spirit Corp.
on July 1, 1940, agents of the Alcchol
Tax Unit ascertained that 20,577.90 proof-
gallons of distilled spirits discovered that
morning on a number of trucks, some in
garages and others parked on the streets of
New York, were not included on an inven-
tory of the liquor held by this corporation,
a large-scale wholesale liquor dealer. Seiz-
ure of this liquor and the trucks was made
by the Alcohol Tax Unit as having been used
with intent to defraud the revenue of the
floor-stocks tax amounting to $15,433.42,
However, declaration of this liquor was made
to the appropriate revenue office on or be-
fore August 1, 1940, and the tax on this
liquor was pald within the time prescribed
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by the law. Thereafter, on December 14,
1940, the case was reported to the United
States attorney for the southern district of
New York by the New York office of the
Alcohol Tax Unit with a recommendation
for prosecution and a statement that the
investigation was continuing. A libel was
filed against the seized property, but no in-
dictment was returned.

Complying with the specific requests in
your letter, you are informed that—

1. There was no tax due at the time the
offer was accepted, the $15433.42 having
been paid timely. Consequently there was
no assessment of taxes or tax penalties.

2. The accepted compromise offer em-
braced forfeiture liability of liguor valued
at between $100,000 and $130,000 and 5
trucks having a value of about $2,500 and
criminal liability. This liguor, if forfeited,
could not have been sold in view of section
2805, Internal Revenue Code. Previous of-
fers ranging from £9,855.60 to 60,000 were
rejected by the Attorney General,

3. The total of the offers accepted was
$100,000—895,000 being in lieu of forfeiture
and £5,000 in lieu of criminal prosecution.
The proponent also paid storage charges of
over $700.

4, The following names or initials of at-
torneys or officlals appear in the Depart-
ment’s file as having recommended or ap-
proved the acceptance of these offers:

(a) Initials E. N. B., believed to be those
of Earl N. Bishopp, assistant United States
attorney, southern district of New York.

(b) Mathias F. Correa, then United States
attorney, southern district of New York.

(c) S. 8. Haggerty, then attorney, Bond
and Spirits Division.

(d) Julian D. Simpson, then Chief, Com-
promise Section, Bond and Spirits Division.

(e) Harry B. DeAtley, then Assistant to
the Director, Bond and Spirits Division.

(f) Joseph Lawrence, then Director, Bond
and Spirits Division.

(g) Initials M. D. K, believed to be those
of Mahlon D. Kiefer, then attorney, Criminal
Division.

(h) Initials H. A, F., belleved to be those
of Hugh A. Fisher, then attorney, Criminal
Division.

(i) Wendell Berge, then Assistant Attor-
ney General, Criminal Division.

() J. R. Benney, then attorney, Assistant
Solicitor General’s office.

(k) Initials N. A. T., believed to be those
of N. A. Townsend, then attorney, Assistant
Solictor General’s office.

(1) Oscar Cox, then Assistant Solicitor
General.

The offer: were accepted July 3, 1942, ini-
tials F. B., assumed to be those of Francis
Biddle, then Attorney General.

It is trusted that the above sets forth the
information sought. Should further data re-
specting basis for this settlement as re-
vealed by the Department files be desired, it
will be made available at your request,

Sincerely,

Attorney General.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have incorporated
in the Recorp the secret clearance which
was given to the Tele-King Corp., and
the officials connected with the company.

There being no objection, the clear-
ance was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, ollows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
OFFICE OF THE PROVOST
MARsSHALL (GENERAL,
Washington, D. C., February 26, 1951,
TeLE-KING CORP.,
New York, N. Y.

GENTLEMEN: Reference is made to the
personnel securlty gquestionnaires recently
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submitted by your company in the case of
the citizens whose names appear herein.
In conformance with SR 380-405-1, con=-
gent is hereby granted for employment on
or access to secret contracts and information
of the Department of the Army in the case
of the following citizens. This grant of con-
sent is subject to the conditions and re-
quirements set forth on the attached page.
Bell, Calvin E,
Donaldson, Scott W.
Lamb, Franklin.
Oestreicher, Warren J.
Pokrass, Harvey L.
Pokrass, Louis I.
By authority of the Secretary of the Army:
E. P. PARKER,
Major General, USA,
the Provost Marshal General.
Authenticated by:
M. J. FITZGERALD,
Colonel, MPC, Executive Officer.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, under
date of March 13, 1953, I addressed a
letter to Maj. Gen. George 1. Back, Chief
Signal Officer, Department of the Army,
making inquiry with reference to a list
of all Government contracts during the
past 5 years which the Defense Depart-
ment had given the Tele-King Corp.
Under date of April 2, 1953, I received
a reply thereto giving a breakdown of
six contracts totaling, in the aggregate,
$6,926,874.78, and spreading over a pe-
riod from April 30, 1951, to August 6,
1952. In that breakdown it is shown
that the first contract of approximately
$3% million was given to the Tele-King
Corp. on the basis of a per unit charge
of $1,578.49. They purchased the same
product from the Lewyt Corp., in New
York, for $1,256.39. There were three
other intermediate bids all of which were
lower than the bid of the Tele-King
Corp. In addition, in the year 1952, this
company received a little more than $214
million worth of contracts. This con-
tract was awarded to the Tele-King
Corp. at a price basis of $1,593.82 per
unit, while the Lewyt Corp. on exactly
the same date was given another con-
tract at a unit price of $1,407.49.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my letter to Major General
Back, of March 13, 1954, and the reply
thereto, outlining all these contracts and
the manner of payments as they were
made by the Government, be incorpo-
rated at this point in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

MarcH 13, 1953.
Maj. Gen. George I. Back,
Chief Signal Officer,
Department of the Army,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr GENERAL Back: Will you please fur-
nish me with a complete list of all Govern-
ment contracts during the past 5 years with
the Tele-King Co.,! of New York.

With the information I want the dollar
volume, a description of the material pur-
chased, the date of the contract, a record of
deliveries, and a record of the payments
made either as advancements or upon de-
livery. Also, please advise the amount of
pending contracts with this company and
the amount of advancements which m.lghl;
have been made against future deliveries.

This company to which I have referred is
the one represented by Louis I. Pokrass,
Franklin Lamb, and others.

iMay be listed as the Tale Eing Corp.
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Should your particular procurement di-
vision not have any record of purchases with
this company, would you advise me what
other agency of the Government might have
been doing business with them. Likewise,
in the event you do have some purchases and
know of any other agency of the Govern=-
ment which has also utilized their services,
please advise.

Yours sincerely,
JorN J. WILLIAMS.

P. 8—To assist in expediting this report I
list what I understand might be some Jf the
contract numbers: DA-36-039-SC-98384; No.
3142-PH-51-01.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF SIGNAL OFFICER,
Washington, D. C., April 2, 1953.
Hon. JoEN J. WILLIAMS,
United States Senate.

DeAr SENATOR WiLLIaMs: Reference is made
to your letter of March 13, 1953, relative to
Signal Corps contracts awarded the Tele-
King Corp. of New York and to our interim
reply of March 16, 1953.

The enclosed chart lists all the Signal
Corps contracts awarded to the Tele-King
Corp., and the information you requested.
It should be noted that the outstanding
balances for the first two contracts appearing
on the chart represent spare parts not yet
delivered, and accounts receivable for goods
already shipped. The end items on these
coniracts were delivered on schedule.

Reference is also made to your telephone
conversation on March 27, 1953, with Mr. John
E. Pernice of this office in which you asked
for the additional information set forth
below.

The contracts awarded to Tele-Eing Corp.
were entered into as a result of negotiation
without formal advertising. The contract
prices of the producers of the AN/GRC-9 for
the years 1951 and 1952 are indicated by the
following table:

1851 CONTRACTS

Date of e
Contractor contract Unit price
Lewyt Coi New York ..... June 18,1951 | $1,256. 39
ma{z E)Dlws:on cO S
Manufscmrmgdorp ()hm June 30,1951 | 1,403.69
Hoffman Radio Corp., Cali-
i 1 R R I N e v ML 1, 550. 00
Crosley Division, AVCO .
Manufacturing Corp., Ohio.| June 16,1951 | 1,574, 50
Tele-King Corp., New York__ Apr. 30,1051 | 1,578 49
1952 CONTRACTS
Lewyt C New Ycrk.._.. Jan. 31,1952 | $1,407.49
%to ol Apr. 41952 | 1.447.71
Tele-King Corp., “New York._| Jan. &1,1952 1, 503. 82
Crosley Division, AVCO
Manufacturing Corp., Ohio | Feb, 8,1952 | 1,605 87

Sources in addition to Lewyt Corp., the
low bidder, were required under a policy
directive from the Secretary of Defense, dated
December 18, 1950, which stated, “It is essen-
tial, in complying with those instructions,
that contracts be spread across industry as
widely as possible in order to broaden the
industrial base of our procurement program.”
The directive also stated, ‘“Whenever time
permits, and in order to broaden the mobili-
zation base, additional contractors should be
utilized in lieu of multishift or overtime
operation.”

It is the understanding of this office that
the Munitions Board is handling your in-
quiry as to the contracts the other services
may have awarded the Tele-King Corp.

If you desire any further information,
please do not hesitate to write.

Sincerely yours,
RoeerT B. TOMLINSON,
Lieutenant Colonel,
Signal Corps Ezecutive,
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Contract information Tele-King Corp., Mar. 20, 1953
Payments | Pending delivery
Date of Delivery—8ched-
Contract No. Dollar value Item contract uled for completion magg.etn orl;x:[cgi:ml:
DA-36-039-8C-0384 (order No. 3142-PH-51)...[$3, 540, 333. 36 Radi]gssct (AN/GRC-9), with spare | Apr. 30,1951 | August 1952, ... s;‘,;;;. ;;% g $388,500.04,
paris. X 2
DA-36-030-SC-30754 (order No. 15174-PH-52).| 2,730, 532.00 |..... do Jan. 31,1952 | March 1953 2’. 'ﬁ;g %? ?g $480,663.78,
D A-36-039-SC-40319 (order No. 20888-FPH-52).. 26,933. 85 | Facilities contract... June 30,1052 | August 1952 _____... 21: 866, 34 £5,06°
D A-36-039-8C-38188 (order No. 20177-PH-52) . 712.50 | Drive assembly___.. -| Feb. 2,1952 | February 1952._.._.. 712,50 (‘ompIclcd Feb.
D A-30-020-SC-28421 (order No. 41617 PH-52)..| 627,973.07 | Generator (DY-88) .. _____ . __._. June 26,1952 | March 10583 °_______. 74, 715.00 :5..3 25& 7.
D A-36-039-5C—44554 (order No, 1248-PH-53) ... 300,00 | Tubeshivlds. . oo Aug. 06,1952 | October 1952__. ___. 390, 00 Cti?;;ho&md Oct,

1 This figure represents the

ments were made prior to delivery of mmﬂ;t:;l{}t}eﬁm;g::&tzrké&ﬂuggf}ur-susm. to the contract clause preseribed by see, 7-150.1 of the Army procurement procedure.
Vi 1n L i

this clause, title to such property chargeal

overnment,

pidated balance of partial payments totaling $1,605,404.58. This balanee will be recouped by completion of the contract, The partial pay-

Under

2 This fipure represents the unliquidated balance of partial payments totaling $1,001,097.92. This balanee will be recouped by completion of the contract, The payments

were made under the conditions described above.
2,006 units of 5070 shipped as of Mar. 20, 1953,

Note.—Total dollar value as of Mar, 1, 1953: $6,026,874.78. Total undelivered dollar value as of Mar. 1, 1053: $1,427,580.30.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I have
a letter signed by Mr. Willilam MecC.
Martin, Jr., Director of the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, dated April 27, 1953, in which
he points out that the Federal Reserve
Board had recommended that the ap-
plication of this company for a loan be
declined. Quoting from the letter, “The
primary reason given was the weakness
in the corporation’s finanecial structure,
and there were other unsatisfactory
features.”

I ask unanimous consent that the
letter be incorporated in the REcorp

at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECorD,
as follows:

BoARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM,
Washington, April 27, 1953.
The Hon. JoHN J. WILLIAMS,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR WILLIAMS: Reference is maaw
to your letter of April 21 wherein you ask
whether or not the Federal Reserve Bank of
New York filed an unfavorable report in
1951 on an application involving a proposed
V-loan to the Tele-Eing Corp., in the amount
of $2 million.

As you know, the Federal Reserve banks
act only as fiscal agents of the United States
in connection with these V-loans and in
that capacity make confidential credit in-
vestigations and reports to the procurement
agencies of the Government participating in
the defense program and suggest terms and
conditions to be incorporated in the loan
documents which, in the opinion of the
Federal Reserve banks, are necessary to ade-
quately protect the interests of the Govern-
ment. Neither the Federal Reserve banks
nor the Federal Reserve Board have any
authority to decline or approve these loan
guaranty applications.

In the case of the Tele-King application
the Federal Reserve Bank of New York
in its credit report to the Department of the
Army recommended that the application be
declined. The primary reason given was
the weakness in the corporation’s financial
structure, and there were other unsatisfac-
tory features. However, the Federal Reserve
bank did suggest terms and conditions to
the Department of the Army for use in the
event that Department felt that the prosy

was taken by the Department, the applica-
tion was withdrawn and the V-loan never
consummated. In this instance the financ-
ing institution which filed and later with-
drew the application was the Public National
Bank & Trust Co. of New York City.

If there is any further information which
you want in this case or any other case, please
call on us.

With kindest regards.

Eincerely yours,
‘W, McC. MARTIN, Jr.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, under
date of April 22, 1953, I inquired as to
the list of officers, directors, and princi-
pal stockholders of the corporation, and
I received a reply dated May 15, 1953,
from Lt. Col. Robert B. Tomlinson, giv-
ing a list of the officers, directors, and
principal stockholders. I ask unanimous
consent that the letter be incorporated
in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

May 15, 19563.
Hon. Joun J. WIiLLrAMS,
United States Senate.

Dear SENATOR WILLIaMSs: Reference is made
to your letter of April 22, 1953 requesting the
names of all officers, directors, and princi-
pal stockholders of the Tele-King Corp.,
and to our interim reply of April 28, 1953.

Our records show the following officers, di-
rectors, and stockholders of the Tele-King
Corp. in Szptember 1950:

Chairman of the board of directors: Louis
I. Pokrass. One of two stockholders. He and
his family own 800,000 shares.

Vice chairman of the board of directors:
Franklin Lamb. He owns 20,000 shares,

President and treasurer: Harvey L. Pokrass.

Vice president and secretary: Calvin E.
Bell.

Vice president in charge of Government
contracts: Scott W. Donaldson.

Vice president in charge of engineering:
M. J. Morris.

Our records lst Gen. George MacDonald
as vice president in charge of Government
contracts in October 1952,

If you desire any further information,
please do not hesitate to write.

Sincerely,
RoperT B. TOMLINSON,
Lieutenant Colonel, Signal Corps,
Ezxecutive,

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, under
date of June 2, 1954, a further letter was
directed to Lieutenant Colonel Tomlin-
son, and on June 12, 1954, I received a
reply thereto, in which he said that the
company was in bankruptey and that
there was an outstanding balance to be
delivered on the contracts representing a
little more than half a million dollars.
Quoting from the letter, “The outstand-
ing balance of such progress payments is
$203,188.51.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter be incorporated in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF SIGNAL OFFICER,
Washington, D. C., June 10, 1954.
Hon. JoawN J. WILLIAMS,
United States Senate.

DEAr SENATOR WILLIAMS: Reference is made
to your letter of June 2, 1954, containing
queries relative to Signal Corps contracts
awarded the Tele-King Corp., of New York,
and referencing our previous correspondence.
under dates of March 13, 1953, and April 2,
1953.

The present status of outstanding Signal
Corps contracts with Tele-Eing 15 as follows:

Sap
contract as ce
Contracts Dates last amend- | be delivered
ment
DA-36-030-8C- Apr. 30,1951 | $3,504, 119.86 $128, 236
e L G e S SV N June 31, 1952 2,742. 551. 60 3?5‘.354.%
DA-36-030-SO-28421 . oo oL June 26, 1952 619, 523. 79 11, 320. 05
DA-36-039-5C-40319 June 30, 1952 m, 933. 85 5,112.06
Total ‘T 500, 023. 33

tive borrower's production was essential ta
the defense effort.

As I advised you in my letter of April T,
this application with the Federal Reserve
bank’s unfavorable report was presented to
the Department of the Army for considera-
tion on November 10, 1951, but before action

The items remaining to be delivered con=
sist of spare parts and literature. It is an-
ticipated that these contracts will be com-
pleted by the end of December 1954. The
Signal Corps has made progress payments to
the company for material to be delivered to

the Government, The outstanding balance
of such progress payments is $203,188.51.

No additional contracts have been award-
ed Tele King Corp. The Tele King Corp. is
now operating under a Chapter XI Bank-
ruptey Act arrangement.
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This office is taking action to ascertain the
status of the appeal which you referred to
with respect to the revocation of clearance.
This information will be transmitted to you
without delay.

Sincerely yours,
Frep J. JOHNSTON,
Major, Signal Corps,
Assistant Ezxecutive.

(For Robert B. Tomlinson, lieutenant

colonel, Signal Corps executive.)

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr. President, un-
der date of June 24, 1954, certain addi-
tional information was furnished by the
Signal Corps regarding these contracts,
which I ask unanimous consent to have
incorporated in the REcorp at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECoORD,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF SIGNAL OFFICER,
Washington, D. C., June 24, 1954.
Hon. JoEN J. WILLIAMS,

. United States Senate.

DEeAr SenaTOR WiLnrams: This is in answer
to your letter of June 18, 1954, containing
further questions regarding the Tele King
Corp. The information relative to the status
of the appeal with reference to the revoca-
tion of clearance for this company has not
yet been received.

The Tele King Corp. filed a petition for an
arrangement under chapter XI of the Bank-
ruptcy Act on February 4, 1954, in the United
States District Court for the Southern Dis-
trict of New York.

No receiver has been appointed. Tele
King is operating as “debtor in possession™
pursuant to an order of the district court
dated February 5, 1954. The present man-
agement of the Tele King Corp. is as fol-
lows:

Franklin Lamb, chairman of the board of
directors.

Harvey L. Pokrass, president.

Calvin E. Bell, executive vice president.

Sol Predeger, vice president.

The Signal Corps has advanced no money
to the Tele King Corp. since February 4,
1954. The present balance of outstanding
progress payments is $43,981.96.

Tele-King has made deliveries in the
amount of $106,687.05 on its Signal Corps
contracts since February 5, 1954.

- Your understanding of our letter of June
10, 1954, expressed in the fifth paragraph of
your letter is correct; however, the figures
mentioned in the two preceding paragraphs
should also be kept in mind.

' Bincerely yours,

ROBERT B. TOMLINSON,
Lieutenant Colonel, Signal Corps,
Ezecutive.

Mr. WILLIAMS. However, Mr. Presi-
dent, there is another chapter in this
story, and it is this last chapter which
gave both the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
ScuoerpEL] and myself the most con-
cern. Also it was this phase of their
operations which was really responsible
for our entry into the case.

In the latter part of 1951 information"
was presented to the Senator from

Kansas [Mr. ScaoeppeEL] and myself to
the effect that members of the under-
world had planted a representative in a

key position in the Office of the Director

of Defense Mobilization. It was pointed
out how with a representative in this key
position the group would automatically
have had access to advance information
on all allocations of critical materials,

the inauguration of rationing or price

controls, or such other important actions
which would have a major effect on prices
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of key commodities in this country dur-
ing the war.

Recognizing the seriousness of this
charge, Senator ScuoerpEL and I began
our inquiry—an inquiry which has ex-
tended over a period of nearly 3 years.

The records which have been incorpo-
rated and those which follow will estab-
lish that Mr. Franklin Lamb was em-
ployed as an assistant to Mr, Charles E.
Wilson, Director of Defense Mobilization,
and that Mr. Lamb’s resignation from
that position was accepted about the time
we began our inquiry.

Our report will also establish that dur-
ing the period in which Mr. Lamb was
employed by the Government as an as-
sistant to the Director of the Office of
Defense Mobilization, he did not draw
any Government salary but only a per
diem allowance; but at that time he was
also on the payroll of and a stockholder
in the New York company—Tele-King—
which was referred to above as being
owned by Louis Pokrass and his asso-
ciates.

Furthermore, our records will show
that Mr. Lamb was assigned to this im-
portant position without an FBI check
but solely upon the recommendation of
Gen, Harry Vaughan. His clearance fo
secret contracts and secret information
was included in the blanket clearance
given to the Tele-King Corp. and all its
officials under date of February 26, 1951.

The report on Franklin Lamb follows.

. Mr, Presidenf, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have incorporated in the REcorp
a letter signed by Robert Ramspeck,
chairman, United States Civil Service
Commission, under date of January 23,
1952, in which Mr. Ramspeck points out
the Government employment record of
Franklin Lamb and confirms the fact
that he was employed as an assistant to.
Mr. Wilson from September 4, 1951, to
October 24, 1951.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

UNITED STATES CIivit. SERVICE COMMISSION,

3 Washington, D. C., January 23, 1952.
Hon. JoHN J. WILLIAMS,

y United States Senate.

Dear SeNaTorR WiLLiams: Due to the fact
that we did not have the given name of Mr.
Lamb about whom you wrote me under date
of January 14, we were unable to locate any
record of him in this office, but it was ascer-
tained from the Office of Defense Mobiliza-
tion that a Mr. Franklin Lamb had been em-
ployed as an assistant to Mr. Wilson from
September 4, 1851, to October 24, 1951, on
which date he was separated.

Our records do show that Mr. Lamb was
employed under a war service appointment
as consultlng expert at the rate of $22.22 per
diem when actually employed on the War
Savings Staff, Office of the Secretary of the
Treasury, from June 10, 1942, until his serv=
ices were terminated on August 11, 1942,
The records further show that he was ap-
pointed as a small-business analyst on July

1, 1944, in the Bureau of Foreign and Do--

mestic Commerce, Department of Commerce,
and was terminated March 30, 1946. His rate
of pay at the time of his appointment was
$5,600 per annum when actually employed.
- I might add there is no information in the
Commission’s files detrimental to Mr. Lamb.
Sincerely yours,
RoserT 5. RAMSPECE, Chairman.

~ Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, under
date of January 29, 1952, I addressed a.
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letter to Charles E. Wilson, Director of
the Office of Defense Mobilization, mak-
ing certain inquiries as to the appoint-
ment of Mr. Lamb, and his background.
Since the letter is very brief, I wish to
read it for the benefit of the Senate:
JANUARY 29, 1952,

Mr. CHARLES E. WILSON,

Dircetor, Office of Defense Mobilization,

Washington, D. C.

Dear Mgr. Wirson: It has been reported to
me that a Mr, Franklin Lamb was employed
as an assistant in your office from September
4, 1951, to October 24, 1951, on which date
he was separated after it had been called to
your attention that Mr. Lamb was connected
with either Frank Costello or certain other
undesirable characters in New York.

Will you please advise me if this report is
correct; and if so, furnish me with a report
of whatever information you have regarding
Mr. Lamb’s background or outside connec-
tions. Is it true that Mr. Lamb was recom-
mended to his position by General Vaughan?

Yours sincerely,
JorN J. WILLIAMS.

Under date of February 28, 1952, a
reply was received from Mr. Wilson, in
which he said:

With reference to your statement con-
cerning Mr. Lamb's possible connection with
Frank Costello or certain other undesirable
characters, I can only say that to the best
of my knowledge, such statements are pure
rumor.

Mr. Wilson also confirmed the fact
that Mr. Lamb was recommended for
his position by Gen. Harry Vaughan.
He also emphasized the policy that all
employees of the Office of Defense Mo~
bilization were cleared either by the
FBI or the Civil Service Commission
prior to their appointment.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLTAMS. I yield.

Mr. EKNOWLAND. I wish to ask the
question merely as a matter of informa-
tion, since there are two Charles E. Wil-
sons. As I understand, the Charles E.
Wilson to whom the Senator refers was
the Director of Defense Mobilization,
and not the Secretary of Defense?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. I
have no reason to believe that Mr. Wil-
son did not write the letter in all sin-
cerity and that the reason for the mis-
information was the fact that someone
was feeding him a lot of false informa-
tion. I may not be accurate, but that is
my opinion.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

. Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

. Mr. ANDERSON. Does not the Sen-
ator believe that both of the Charles E.
Wilsons are men of high character, and
unquestioned integrity?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Certainly I think
they are. While I am incorporating this
correspondence as a matter of record,
as I said before, I can understand how
a man in his position would take reports
which were handed to him by men who
were working with him. I cannot help
but think that this report or this letter
was written by Mr. Wilson without his
having all the facts.

However that does not excuse indi-
viduals like General Vaughan or others
who certainly must have known the
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background of these individuals. They
should be held responsible. Mr. Wilson
should assist in placing that responsi-
bility.

I understand that 15 days prior to Mr.
Wilson's letter of February 28, 1952, or
on February 13, 1952, to be exact, the
FBI report outlining substantially this
same information was presented to the
White House. I do not believe Mr. Wil-
son had access to that information.

Mr. ANDERSON. I recognize the
feeling which the majority leader has
with respect to Senators making state-
ments and not asking questions, but I
wish to commend the Senator from Dela-
ware for checking into the matter, and
to say to him that I think both the Secre-
tary of Defense and the former head of
the Office of Defense Mobilization are
men of the highest character. While
I have had a great deal more dealings
with Mr. Charles E. Wilson, who was the
head of the Office of Defense Mobiliza-
tion, it is to be deplored that these men
who came into the Government from
private industry and assumed the tasks
which they did, should have had some
subordinates occasionally mislead them
about individuals. It was just as regret-
table to have had it happen to the former
head of the General Electric Co. as if it
had happened to the former head of
General Motors Corp.

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct.

Mr. ANDERSON. Both the former
Director of Defense Mobilization and the
present Secretary of Defense are high-
minded men of sterling character.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator is cor=-
rect. I have not changed my high opin-
ion of Mr. Charles E. Wilson, former
Director of Defense Mobilization.
Surely had he seen the report he would
not deliberately have given out wrong
information. I am confident of that.
However, I do not believe that excuses
those who prepared for him the wrong
information in answer to our questions.
I am certain the Senator agrees with me
as to that.

Mr. ANDERSON. I certainly agree
with the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
merely wished to inquire if Senate bill
3690, relating to the revision of the
Atomic Energy Act, is now uhder consid-
eration?

Mr. WILLIAMS. No, T am not dis-
cussing the atomic energy bill. I am
making a report on certain other matters,
I shall finish in a few minutes.

Mr, JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
There has been talk about a filibuster
being in progress. The Senator from
Delaware is not participating in a fili-
buster, is he?

Mr, WILLIAMS. I may say to the
Senator from South Carolina if it is, it
is a filibuster which Members on his side
of the aisle, who were in control of the
administration at the time these events

happened, should have been conducting.
I am certain that had the Senator had,
during that period, the information
which I am presenting to the Senate to-
day, he would have presented it then.
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I hope the Senatfor will not eriticize me
for making this report, even though it is
at this belated date.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I am not criticizing the Senator from
Delaware for making any report what-
soever. I merely wished to make it clear
that he was bringing up another matter
while the Senate has under discussion
the atomic energy bill.

Mr, WILLTAMS. I am certain that if
he will sit down and patiently wait, I
shall conclude my remarks in 5 min-
utes, and there can be a vote by 12
o'clock unless he again starts talking.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I simply wanted to say

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not yield to the
Senator from South Carolina to turn my
statement into a filibuster, and I hope
he will not defend these racketeers.

Under date of March 5, 1952, I wrote
another letter to Mr. Charles E. Wilson,
Director of the Office of Defense Mobili-
zation, making certain inquiries regard-
ing his question and on March 31, 1952,
I received a reply.

I ask unanimous consent that both
letters may be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

MarcH 5, 1952,
Mr. CHARLES E. WiLsON,
Director, Office of Defense Mobilization,
Ezecutive Office of the President,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr MR. WiLson: I acknowledge receipt
of your letter of February 28, 1952, in refer-
ence to the employment of Mr. Franklin
Lamb in your office.

Will you please furnish me with the fol-
lowing additional information:

1. The date of Mr. Lamb's employment in
your office and the title of his position.

2. Was he cleared by the FBI prior to
his employment?

3. Is it not customary to clear men em-
ployed in your department with the FBI
prior to their employment?

4. Was Mr. Lamb checked by the FBI sub-
sequent to his employment? If so, give the
date on which his case was referred to the
Bureau, the date upon which the report
was received, and the substance of that
report.

Yours sincerely,
JoHEN J. WILLIAMS.
EXecuTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
OFFICE oF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION,
Washington, D. C., March 31, 1952,
Hon. Joun J. WILLIAMS,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SeEnaTOR Wiiniams: Your letter of
March 5, 1952, requested additional infor-
mation regarding the employment of Mr.
Franklin Lamb by this Office.

In response to your first question, Mr.
Lamb was employed by this Office for a period
of 6 weeks from September 4, 1851, to Octo-
ber 24, 1951, as an Assistant to the Director.

With respect to your second guestion as to
whether or not he was cleared by the FBI
prior to employment, the fact is that he was
not investigated by the FBI prior to being
sworn in as an employee of the Office of
Defense Mobilization.

‘This Office recelved on August 28, 1951, a
photostat of a clearance issued by the Depart-
ment of the Army, Office of Provost Marshal
General, clearing Mr. Lamb for access to
documents up to and including those classi-
fied “secret.” Accordingly, on September 4,
1951, Mr. Lamb was employed under the con=
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ditions outlined above. On September 10,
there was made available to this Office a com-
plete background investigation which had
been conducted on July 9, 1942, by the Inter-
nal Revenue Bureau covering Mr. Lamb and
which was entirely favorable. On Septem-
ber 7, 1951, request was made by this Office
to institute a complete background inves-
tigation by the FBI, which was completed
on December 29, 1951, as previouslv stated.
This full field investigation failed to dis-
close any derogatory information whatsoever
concerning Mr. Lamb or his past activities.

Your third question asked if it is not
customary to clear an employee with the FBI
prior to his employment. The ODM regu-
lations permit an employee to be engaged
prior to the completion of a full field back=-
ground investigation by either the FBI or
the Civil Service Commission if preemploy-
ment checks have been made and have failed
to reveal any derogatory information. The
reasoning behind this ruling is that under
the best possible conditions, the complete
background investigation normally requires
from 60 to 120 days. Experience has indi-
cated that if a hard and fast rule were pro-
mulgated requiring a prospective candidate
to walt that long for complete security
clearance after it was decided that he was
otherwise qualified, it would be a major de-
terrent in securing staff members for this
Office.

Accordingly, a preliminary preemployment
investigation is secured from all or anyone
of a number of agencies on each prospective
employee and if the check fails to revedl
any derogatory information, the individual
is given an appointment conditioned upon
subsequent clearance based on a complete
background investigation. Until such time
as the clearance is received the individual
is not permitted access to any “top secret"
or higher classified material.

The above information has also answered
question No. 4, with one exception, and that
is your request for the substance of the FBI
report covering Mr. Lamb. In accordance
with the President's directive of March 15,
1948, this request must be respectfully de-
clined. :

Sincerely,
CHARLES E. WILSON.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
at this point in the Recorp a letter un-
der date of April 23, 1953, signed by Ar-
thur S. Flemming, Director of the Office
of Defense Mobilization.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

ExecuTive OFFICE
OF THE PRESIDENT,
OFFICE oF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION,
Washington, D. C., April 23, 1953.
Hon. JorN J. WiLLIAMS,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SewaTor Wirrlams: Your letter of
April 13, 1953, asked that you be advised of
the annual leave accruing to a former em=-
ployee of the Office of Defense Mobiliza-
tion, Mr. Franklin Lamb, and also the date
and amount of any lump sum paid to him.

Mr. Lamb was appointed on a WOC basis
on September 4, 1951, and terminated Oca
tober 24, 1951. Consultants serving with-
out compensation in an advisory capacity
do not accumulate leave or receive lump-
sum payments when leaving the agency.
Accordingly, Mr. Lamb received no payment
for services rendered the Government other
than the per diem in lieu of subsistence to
which all WOC's are entitled under the
terms of the Defense Production Act.

If you wish additional information, please
do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely yours,
ArTHUR S. FLEMMING, Director.
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, un=
der date of April 24, 1953, I received a
letter from Maj. Gen. W. H. Maglin, the
Provost Marshal General, containing
certain additional information with re-
gard to Mr. Lamb and others having
been given their clearance. I ask
unanimous consent to have that letter
printed at this point in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recoro,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
OFFICE OF THE PROVOST MARSHAL
GENERAL,
Washington D. C., April 24, 1953.
Hon. JouEN J. WILLIAMS,
United States Senate.

DEAR SENATOR WirLiams: Reference is made
to your letter of April 21, 1953, concerning
Tele Eing Corp.

Tele-King Corp. and the following indi-
viduals were cleared by the Office of the
Provost Marshal General on February 26,
1951: Calvin E. Bell, Scott W. Donaldson,
Franklin Lamb, Warren J. Oestreicher, Har-
vey L. Pokrass, Louis I. Pokrass.

I have looked into this matter and find
that the Army-Navy-Air Force Personnel Se-
curity Board, which acted for the Secretaries
of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, revoked
the clearances of Tele-King Corp., and Mr.
Louis Pokrass on December 9, 1952, They
appealed this decision to the Industrial Em-
ployment Review Board and their entire
case files were forwarded to that Board on
December 22, 1852,

On March 27, 1953, these Boards were
abolished by order of the Secretary of De-
fense who also directed that regional
boards be established. These boards are in
the process of being organized. Pending
their formation I have been advised that all
files on cases being processed by the Indus-
trial Employment Review Board are now
held by the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2,
Department of the Army.

The records of my office do not contain
any additional information on Tele-Eing
Corp.

I trust the above information will be of
assistance to you in this matter.

Sincerely yours,
‘W. H. MAGLIN,
Major General, USA, the Provost
Marshal General.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorD a copy of the clearance which
was given to Mr. Lamb.

There being no objection, the clear-
ance was ordered to be printed in the
REecorbp, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
OFFICE OF THE PROVOST
MARsSHAL GENERAL,
Washington, D. C., February 26, 1951.
TeLE Kmic Corep.,
New York, N. ¥.
(Attention Mr. 8. W. Donaldson.)

GENTLEMEN: Reference is made to the per-
sonnel security questionnaires recently sub-
mitted by your company in the case of the
citizens whose names appear herein.

In conformance with SR 380-405-1, consent
is hereby granted for employment on or ac-
cess to secret contracts and Information of
the Department of the Army in the case of
the following citizens. This grant of con-
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sent is subject to the conditions and require-
ments set forth on the attached page.
Bell, Calvin E.
Donaldson, Scott W.
Lamb, Franklin.
Oestreicher, Warren J.
Pokrass, Harvey L,
Pokrass, Louls I.
By authority of the Secretary of the Army:
F. P. PARKER,
Major General, United States Army,
the Provost Marshal General,
Authenticated by:
M. J. FITZGERALD,
Colonel, MPO Ezecutive Officer.

Mr., WILLIAMS. Mr. President, on
April 20, 1953, I addressed a letter to
Mr. Gordon E. Dean, Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission, asking
whether or not Mr. Lamb had been
cleared for employment in the atomic-
energy field.

I ask unanimous consent that both my
letter and his reply be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

APrIL 20, 1953,

Mr. GorooN E. DEAN,
Chairman, United States Atomic En=
ergy Commission, Washington, D. C.

DeAR MR, DEaAN: It is my understanding
that on or about September 26, 1951, your
agency requested clearance on a Franklin
Lamb, who at the time was being considered
for employment and that this report was
delivered on or about November 13.

Please advise whether or not such a report
was requested, and if so, the results.

Was Mr. Lamb subsequently employed?
If so, furnish a record of his employment
along with a notation as to whether or not
he was cleared for top secrets.

Yours sincerely,
JoHN J. WILLIAMS.

Max 1, 1953.
Hon. JoaN J. WILLIAMS,
United States Senate.

DEAR SENATOR WrinLiaMs: Reference 1is
made to your letter dated April 20, 1953,
wherein you made inquiry concerning pos-
sible employment and security actions taken
by the Atomic Energy Commission with re-
spect to Mr. Franklin Lamb.

We have no recdrd in our central clear-
ance index of Mr. Lamb ever having been
employed or granted security clearance by
this Commission. However, our records do
reflect that a request for security clearance
for him was received during September 1951
from the Office of Defense Mobilization. We
were advised that Mr. Lamb’s duties as a
consultant with that agency would require
his being afforded access to atomic energy
restricted data.

On September 21, 1951, we requested the
Federal Bureau of Investigation to conduct
an investigation relative to Mr. Lamb’s char-
acter, associations, and loyalty in order that
we might determine his eligibility for secu-
rity clearance, His eligibility, however, was
not resolved, for by letter dated November
21, 1951, the Office of Defense Mobilization
advised that Mr. Lamb's services had recently
terminated with ODM and, as a consequence,
it would not be necessary to process his case
for AEC security clearance. Accordingly, we
closed our file on Mr. Lamb without further
action.

I hope this information will be of assist-
ance to you.

Sincerely yours,
H.D. SMYTH,
Acting Chairman.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr. President, after
developing the case to this point, I called
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and personally talked with Mr. Frank-
lin Lamb, feeling that, in all fairness, I
should obtain his side of the guestion.

Under date of May 22, 1953, I received
a letter from Mr. Franklin Lamb, giving
his own explanation as to his part in the
matter.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
letter of May 22, 1953, printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

TeLe KiNg CoRP.,
New York, N. Y., May 22, 1953.
Senator WIiLLIAMS,
Senator from Delaware,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SenATOR WILLIAMS: With respect to
your telephone conversation with me, you
suggested that I give you certain informa-
tion, which of course, I am glad to furnish.

I joined Tele King Corp. in September
1849. I was recommended to Mr. Pokrass
and Tele King Corp. by Mr. Lawrence Thees,
sales manager of the parts division of Radio
Corporation of America,

At that time, I had been negotiating with
RCA to go with them and had been offered
& position by the late vice president, Joseph
‘Wilson at Camden, whom I had met through
my old business friend, Frank Folsom, presi-
dent of RCA.

When I jolned Tele King it was entirely
owned by Mr. Louis I. Pokrass and his im-
mediate family, however, I did not purchase
:;%%k in the company until the middle of

When I was assistant to Mr. Charles E.
Wilson in the ODM, I was appointed on a
‘WOC basis and my company gave me &
leave of absence with pay during the time I
was with the ODM. While I was with them,
other than attending the meetings of the
Board of Directors, which I was permitted to
do by law and received such a ruling from the
legal department of the ODM, I entered
into no part of the business activities of
Tele Eing.

You have indicated that you wish to ask
me additional questions. I do not know the
purpose of these questions and although I
am willing to answer any questions you wish
to ask In full detail, I prefer you to write
them to me so that I can gather the informa-
tion and data and give you the full facts.

Because of the fact that my company has
been very badly persecuted with adverse
publicity, most of which has been distorted
and is untrue, I prefer to give you my answers
in writing in detail so that you will have
any answer to any question that is in your
mind in full detail.

I am suggesting this method for dealing
with your questions so that neither of us
will be misquoted.

Very truly yours,
FRANRLIN LAMSB.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr. President, in the
letter Mr. Lamb confirms the fact that
he did have leave with pay from the
Tele King Corp. during the time of his
employment by the Government.

In the letter which I have just in-
corporated in the Recorp Mr. Lamb sug-
gested that rather than come to Wash-
ington, as had at first been suggested,
he would rather I drafted my questions
in the form of a letter, following which
he could put the answers in writing.

Therefore, on May 28, 1953, I directed
a letter to Mr. Lamb, outlining a series
of nine questions, including questions
regarding the connections of Frank Cos-
tello and some of the other racketeers
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in the Tele King Corp., or in business
with Mr. Pokrass.

I ask unanimous consent that the let-
ter be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorD,
as follows:

May 28, 1953.
Mr, FRANKLIN LAMB,
Vice Chairman of the Board,
Tele King Corp., New York, N. Y.

Dear Me. Lams: I acknowledge your letter
of May 22, 1953. I had hoped that you would
find it convenient to be in Washington, at
which time you could explain certain gques-
tions which have arisen in connection with
your employment by the Government and
your relationship with the Tele King Corp.
However, in the meantime, pending such an
interview, I would appreciate the following
information:

1. The date the Tele Eing Corp. was or-
ganized, its capitalization, and a list of the
stockholders at that time.

2. Did the Tele King Corp. succeed, or take
over the assets and liabilities of the Con-
solidated Television Co.?

a. What was the capitalization of the Con-
solidated Television Co. at the time it was
merged with the Tele King Corp., and who
were its officers and stockholders?

3. The present capitalization of the Tele
Eing Corp., and a list of its stockholders.

4. Is Frank Costello now, or has he ever
been a stockholder, either directly or indi-
rectly, in the Tele King Corp.?

a. If his interests have been sold, the
date of the sale, to whom they were sold,
and the number of shares involved.

5. Was Frank Costello a stockholder, either
directly or indirectly, in the predecessor com-
pany, Consolidated Television?

a. If so, give full details including the
amount of stock owned, the date sold, and
the purchaser.

6. If Meyer Lansky was a stockholder in
either the Tele King Corp. or the Consoli-
dated Television Co., please furnish complete
information regarding the date he entered
the company, the date he left, the number of
shares involved, and from whom the stock
was purchased as well as to whom it was
sold and the amounts involved.

7. If Joe Adonis was at any time a stock-
holder in either of these companies, please
furnish complete information regarding the
date he entered the company, the date he
left, the number of shares involved, from
whom the stock was purchased, to whom it
was sold, and the amount involved.

8. Who recommended that you apply for
the position as assistant to the Director of
Defense Mobilization?

9. Has Gen. Harry Vaughan ever been con-
nected with the Tele King Corp., either as
a stockholder or as an employee?

Yours sincerely,
JoHN J. WILLIAMS.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, on
June 5, 1953, I received a partial reply
from Mr. Lamb, who stated at that time
that questions numbered 2, 4, 5, 6, and 7,
of my letter were being referred to the
general counsel, Jerome Handler, Esq.,
from whom I would hear in the early
future with reference to the questions.

I might say that those questions re-
lated to the connection of those racket-
eers with Mr. Pokrass or his company,
as can be noted from the preceding letter,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter be printed in the
REecorp at this point in my remarks.
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There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Tere KiNnc Corp,
New York, N. Y., June §, 1953.
Senator Joun J. WILLIAMS,
Senator from Delaware, United States
Senate, Washington, D. C.

DEear SENATOR WILLIAMS: Re your letter of
May 28, Inasmuch as I jolned Tele King
Corp. in September of 1949, having resigned
the month previous as president of Rex
Manufacturing Corp., 302 Fifth Avenue, New
York, I had no prior contact, either directly
or indirectly with Tele King and therefore,
questions No. 2, 4, 5, 6, and 7, are being
referred to our general counsel, Jerome Han-
dler, Esq., from whom you will hear in the
early future.

No. 1: Tele King Corp. was organized
November 10, 1948 with a capitalization of
500 shares of no par value, and the stock-
holders were Louls I. Pokrass and H. Roy
Penzell holding 30 shares each.

No. 3: The present capitalization of Tele
King Corp. is 500,000 shares, par value of $1
each. The stockholders are:

Shares

Louls I. POKIASS. e e 164, 660
Harvey L. Pokrass. oo —__ -- 67,670
Ina Pokrass Bell ____.__________ -- 867,670
Franklin Lamb__.________ 20, 000
320, 000

Balance of the stock is in the treasury.

No. 8: No one recommended that I apply
for the position as assistant to the Director
of Defense Mobilization. This was my own
idea.

No. 9: Gen. Harry Vaughan has certainly
never been connected with Tele King either
as a stockholder or an employee or on any
other basis.

Very truly yours,
Frangrin Lamas,

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, un-
der date of July 7, 1953, I received the
letter from the attorneys, as promised
by Mr. Lamb, and signed by Jerome
Handler. Iread the first paragraph from
that letter:

Dear SENATOR WiLLiAMs: Based upon the
corporate records and personal knowledge
of certain of the facts, we will answer as best
we can the questions set forth in your letter
of May 28, 1953, sent to Mr. Franklin Lamb
of the Tele King Corp. We will follow the
numbers used by you in your letter. The
data set forth in this letter is confidential,
and for your information only, and is not
to be published or otherwise disseminated
by you without the written consent of our-
selves or our client,

- L] - L ] L
Very truly yours,

ScHUR, HANDLER & JAFFIN,
By JeroME HANDLER.

In the absence of the permission of
the attorneys, I shall not incorporate the
full letter in the REecorp at this point.
Because the correspondence was received
without any official status on my part, I
do not feel at liberty to incorporate the
entire letter in the Recorp. However,
I close my remarks with the statement
that if Mr. Lamb or his attorneys feel
that the incorporation of the complete
letter into the REcorp would in any way
change the picture as it now stands I
will upon their request ask that the full
letter be placed in the RECORD.
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SALE OF CERTAIN WAR-BUILT PAS-
SENGER-CARGO VESSELS—CON-
FERENCE REPORT
Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I submit

a report of the committee of conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Senate
to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 534) to
authorize the Secretary of Commerce to
sell certain war-built passenger-cargo
vessels, and for other purposes. I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The Chief Clerk read the report, as
follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the joint resolu-
tion (H. J. Res. 534) to authorize the Secre-
tary of Commerce to sell certain war-built
passenger-cargo vessels, and for other pur-
poses, having met, after full and free con-
ference, have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respectlve Houses as
follows: That the Senate recede from its
amendment.

JoHEN M. BUTLER,

CHARLES E. POTTER,

WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

THoOR C. TOLLEFSON,

JoHN J. ALLEN, Jr.,

JoHN H. Rav,

HeBrerRT C. BONNER,

JoHN F. SHELLEY,

Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. BUTLER. I yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Is this the confer-
ence report we had up earlier, which the
Senator has since discussed with the
minority leader and the majority
leader?

Mr. BUTLER. It is.

d Mr. ENOWLAND. I have no objec-
on.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate proceed to the considera-
tion of the conference report.

The motion was agreed to:; and the
Senate proceeded fo consider the con-
ference report.

Mr. BUTLER. The Senate Conferees
on House Joint Resolution 534 to au-
thorize the sale of two war-built pas-
senger-cargo vessels to the American
President Lines, Ltd., have agreed un-
animously to recede from the amend-
ment proposed by the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. WirLriams] during floor
consideration of the bill, and acquiesced
in by me as Chairman of the Water
Transportation Subcommittee.

Following approval by the Senate of
the amendment, there were submitted to
our subcommittee by the General Ac-
counting Office and the Maritime Admin-
istration statements not previously pre-
sented to us, to the effect that the point
raised by the Senator from Delaware in
his amendment had been considered
thoroughly by those two responsible Gov-
ernment agencies in their negotiations
preceding the drafting of the companion
bills.

I ask unanimous consent that the let-
ters from the General Accounting Office
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and the Maritime Administration be
made a part of the legislative record and
be printed in the Recorp at the con-
clusion of my remarks. 3

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington.
Hon. JoHN MARSHALL BUTLER,

Chairman, Subcommiitee on Water
Transportation, Interstate and For-
eign Commerce Committee, United
States Senate.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to your re-
quest, I have had examined in this Office the
amendment to House Joint Resolution 534, a
bill to authorize the sale of the vessels Presi-
dent Cleveland and President Wilson which
was proposed on the floor of the Senate on
July 8, 1954, by Senator Wirriams and later
adopted by the Senate.

If the sale of the vessels were to take place
as of April 1, 1954, at a sales price of §6,500,-
000, it would seem that a necessary incident
of such a sale would be a refund of the
charter hire pald by American President
Lines from April 1, 1954, to the date of enact-
ment of House Joint Resolution 534, Since
this charter hire represents 814 percent per
annum of the vessels’ valuation of approxi-
mately $7,900,000, the Government would
stand to lose more under such an arrange-
ment than under the bill as it stood prior to
amendment. The Bl percent charter hire
includes interest of 3¢ percent on the Gov=-
ernment’s money right up to the date House
Joint Resolution 534 is enacted.

It is believed that some confusion exists
by reason of the fact that April 1, 1954, was
used as a target date from which to compute
depreciation in order to arrive at the final
sales price. However, the deal, as contem-
plated by House Joint Resolution 534 in its
original form, was for the sale of the vessels
at a fixed price. The depreciation rate was
used only to reduce the agreed figure of $6,-
500,000 on April 1, 1954, for the short period
during which the bill was passing through
the legislative process. It is not to be treated
in the same way as the b-percent portion of
the charter hire representing depreciation
which has been and is now being paid by
American President Lines for the use of the
vessels,

Accordingly, 1t is the view of this Office
that the effect of the amendment is to charge
twice for interest on the Government’s in-
vestment in the ships from April 1, 1954, to
the date of enactment of House Joint Resolu-
tion 534.

Bincerely yours,

Acting Comptroller General of' the
United States.

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF
THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D. C.
Hon. JOEN MARSHALL BUTLER,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Water
Transportation, Interstate and For-
eign Commerce Committee, United
States Senate.

DEAr MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to your re-
quest, I have had examined in this office
the amendment to H. J. Res. 534, a bill to
authorize the sale of the vessels President
Cleveland and President Wilson which was
proposed on the floor of the Senate on July
8, 1954, by Senator WiLLlIams and later
adopted by the Senate.

If the sale of the vessels were to take
place as of April 1, 1954, at a sales price of
$6,500,000, it would seem that a necessary
incident of such a sale would be a refund
of the charter hire paid by American Presi-
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dent Lines from April 1, 1954, to the date of
enactment of House Joint Resolution 534,
Since this charter hire represents 8l; per-
cent per annum of the vessels' valuation of
approximately $7,900,000, the Government
would stand to lose more under such an ar-
rangement than under the bill as it stood
prior to amendment. The 81, -percent char-
ter hire includes interest of 314 percent on
the Government’s money right up to the
date House Joint Resolution 534 is enacted.

It is believed that some confusion exists
by reason of the fact that April 1, 1954, was
used as a target date from which to compute
depreciation in order to arrive at the final
sales price. However, the deal, as contem-
plated by House Joint Resolution 534 In its
original form, was for the sale of the ves-
sels at a fixed price. The depreciation rate
was used only to reduce the agreed figure
of £6,500,000 on April 1, 1854, for the short
period during which the bill was passing
through the legislative process. It is not to
be treated in the same way as the 5 percent
portion of the charter hire representing de-
preciation which has been and is now being
paid by American President Lines for the
use of the vessels.

Accordingly, it is the view of this office
that the effect of the amendment is to
charge twice for interest on the Govern-
ment’'s investment in the ships from April
1, 1954, to the date of enactment of House
Joint Resolution 534.

Sincerely yours,

Acting Comptroller Gene;'al
of the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY
ACT OF 1946

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (S. 3690) to amend the
Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended,
and for other purposes.

Mr. LANGER. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Bar-
RETT in the chair). The Senator from
North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. LANGER. I have a special inter-
est in the controversy which is being
debated today. During all of the years I
have been a Member of the Senate, I
have devoted a large part of my time and
energy to the battle of securing low-cost
electric power and energy for the farm-
ers of my State, North Dakota. This has
been no easy job. On all fronts the
power monopolies have battled con-
stantly to prevent the necessary appro-
priations to finance the construction of
the dams on the Missouri River and the
generating facilities whigh were neces-
sary to make electric energy available
at a cheap enough rate to enable the
rural electric cooperatives to develop
economically feasible projects.

It is so easy to forget today that when
I started my battle in the Senate for the
farmers of North Dakota, less than 1
farm in 16 enjoyed the blessing of elec=
tricity. The private electric power com-
panies simply refused to extend service
to the farms under terms which the
farmer could afford to pay. If one had
traveled up and down the roads of the
farm communities of North Dakota as I
have, he would have realized the drudg-
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ery and rigors which the farm wife had
to endure before the rural electric co-
operatives, financed by the Federal Gov=
ernment, made the use of electricity on
the farms possible.

With the advent of the REA, the
situation underwent a complete change.
Today almost all of the farms are served
with electricity. It is an enduring satis-
faction to me to receive letters from farm
families thanking me for my help in
making life so much easier and more
enjoyable for them. Likewise, the in-
come of the farmers of North Dakota has
been greatly increased by the use of this
new hired hand, which can do so much
faster and more efficiently, the multitude
of laborious jobs which must be done
every day on the farm.

Only after we succeeded in getting the
a.ppr_oprlatlons for the dams on the Mis-
souri River could we go ahead on a wide
front with the REA program in my State.
The farms are so apart, and the num-
be_r of farms which can be served by one
mile of line is so small—the density is
only a little greater than one farm per
mile—that the farmers found it impos-
sible even to develop a non-profit co-
operative distribution system on an eco-
nomically feasible basis, at the wholesale
rates for electricity which they were
gorced to pay the private electric util-
ity companies. The Bureau of Rec-
lamation now sells power to those co-
operatives at considerably less than one-
half the price they were forced to pay the
private companies.

In my fight for the farmers of North
Dakota, I soon learned that the farmers
of the rest of the country were faced with
the same problems which confronted my
constituents in North Dakota. Iwasim-
pressed by the fact that in the Tennessee
Valley for years the REA cooperatives
had been able to purchase electricity
from the TVA at only a fraction of the
cost our North Dakota farmers had to
pay to the private companies.

Now the TVA is being threatened by
the President’s directive to the Atomie
Energy Commission tq enter into a deal
with private utilities, the Dixon-Yates
group, to take over a part of the public
power load in Memphis, and on terms
which may cost the Government from $90
million to $150 million more than if TVA
carried the load. But, as I see it, the
most harmful effect of the Dixon-Yates
deal will be its ultimate effect on the REA
cooperatives and, through them, on the
farmers of the valley. Of course, the
disastrous consequences will not be
limited to the farmers of the Tennessee
Valley. I call that fact to the attention
of every Senator on the floor, no matter
from what State the Senator may come.
It is not merely a fight for the Tennessee
Valley Authority, for once the TVA yard-
stick is destroyed, the rates of the co-
operatives in States surrounding the
Tennessee Valley will also be raised. Al-
ready in my State, in Bowman County,
where an REA has been hampered by the
Department of the Interior, the rates
have been doubled, and farmers in that
area who used to pay $24 a month for
electricity suddenly found their bills had
increased to almost $48 a month. They
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were unable to pay such high rates, and,
of course, had to disconnect their elec-
tricity and go back to the kerosene lamp.

Eventually most of the country, if not
all, will be harmed by the loss of the
yardstick. Not only does the Dixon-
Yates deal contain possibilities of real
harm to the farmers, but we were great-
1y upset because the new proposed Atomic
Energy Act failed to protect the farm-
ers and the rest of the consuming pub-
lic. It appears to the senior Senator
from North Dakota that the new bill
turns all the benefits of this new source
of power over to the monopolistic power
trust, with nc safeguards whatsoever for
the farmers, the REA cooperatives, or
the general public welfare; yet eventual-
1y the benefits of this source of power will
enable it to dwarf the hydroelectric
power capacity of the country.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, will the Senator from
North Dakota yield to me?

Mr. LANGER. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I wish to compliment the Senator from
North Dakota for the statement he is
making. At this time I should like to
read into the record a few figures show-
ing how the States benefit when the TVA
yardstick can be used.

Mr. LANGER. I gladly yield for that
purpose.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
These are the average charges for hydro-
electric power purchased by rural-elec-
tric cooperatives; 4.8 mills in Tennes=
see, where the Tennessee Valley Author-
ity is the only source of supply; 5.3 mills
in Mississippi, close by, where the TVA
yardstick is being used; 5.8 mills in Ala-
bama; 6.4 mills in Georgia; 7.1 mills in
South Carolina.

Across the Mississippi River, in the
neighboring States of the Southwest, we
find that the average charges for elec-
trieity sold to rural-electric cooperatives
amount to 5.5 mills in Louisiana; 6 mills
in Arkansas, 5.8 mills in Texas; and 6
mills in Oklahoma.

Moving to the North, which is said to
be so far advanced, we find that, on the
average, the cooperatives are paying
15.4 mills in Maine; 12.3 mills in New
Hampshire; 12.3 mills in Vermont; 11.2
mills in the great State of New York;
10.5 mills in Pennsylvania, or twice as
much as the rate in the vicinity of the
TVA, where the power companies are
furnishing the power; 128 mills in
Michigan; 13.7 mills in Wisconsin; 12.6
mills in Towa; 14 mills in Minnesota;
11.2 mills in North Dakota; and 11.7
mills in South Dakota. All those States
are far away from the TVA yardstick.

Let me say that I am glad the Senator
from North Dakota is making his speech
at this time, in the effort to keep the
TVA from being done away with in an
underhanded manner. So I thank the
Senator from North Dakota for yielding
to me at this time. I am vitally inter-
ested in this matter, for I do not want
the rates in my State to be doubled.

Mr. LANGER. Mr, President, it is
always a pleasure to yield to the junior
Senator from South Carolina, whose en-
tire record in the Senate has been one
in behalf of the small consumers, the
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Iaboring men, and the small farmers.
His record here is very natural in view
of his experience, for when he was 11
years old he supported an entire family
by working in a mill. His record in the
Senate is proof that the efforts he made
in his youth have had their effect and
have gained for him the confidence of
the people of South Carolina, and, I may
add, the confidence of the entire Nation.
The people of South Carolina recognized
his great ability and made him their
Governor. So I am always glad to yield
to the distinguished Senator from South
Carolina,

Mr. President, let me say that the
pending bill should be most carefully
considered by every Senator; and I care
not whether it takes 5 days, 10 days, or
5 months to give the bill the adequate
consideration it requires. The people of
the United States should be aware of
what this erowd is trying to put over on
the floor of the Senate,

Mr. President, as I began to say a
moment ago, it appears to me that the
pending bill turns all the benefits of this
new source of power over to the monop-
olistic Power Trust, with no safeguards
whatsoever for the farmers, the REA
cooperatives, or the general public, in-
cluding labor, the small municipalities,
and the rank and file of people every-
where in the Nation.

I am very glad the distinguished Sen-
ator from South Carolina submitted the
figures on the rates in various States,
thus showing what is taken out of the
pockets of the poor people, because, being
in the majority, in the last analysis they
are the ones who pay. I do not care
whether one refers to taxes or to rates;
in any event, every Senator knows that,
in the last analysis, the poor people are
the ones who pay.

Mr. President, this new development
should be a great blessing for mankind.
It was made at a cost of billions of dol-
lars of the taxpayers’ money, but it is
being shamefully handed over to a greedy
few. This is the biggest giveaway yet.
I plead with my colleagues to support
the necessary amendments to give some
degree of protection to the public, and
to the REA cooperatives, in particular.

Another reason for my special inter-
est in this matter arises from my being
chairman of the Subcommittee on Anti-
trust and Monopoly, of the Committee
on the Judiciary. We have held some
hearings on the monopoly features of
the Dixon-Yates proposal. We plan to
hold more hearings to go to the bottom
of this matter. Although, of course, we
shall not be Yin a position to decide
whether the anti-monopoly laws of the
country have been violated, until after
all the evidence is in, we have heard
enough to cause us great concern. The
engineering firm which was employed
by a syndicate which attempted to sub-
mit a bid withdrew as engineer, after
the bid was publicized. The head of
the syndicate, Mr. Von Tresckow, testi-
fled before my committee that the
president of the engineering firm told
him the firm withdrew because of the
pressure brought to bear upon it by its
utility clients.

Of course, Mr. President, when a proj-
ect is built for the Government, the cus=
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tomary procedure is to advertise for bids,
and to accept the lowest responsible bid.
That applies whether the project is to
‘be constructed in a ecity, in a town, or in
a village. After all, in handling the tax-
payers’ money, the general rule is to
award the contract to the lowest re-
sponsible bidder who will do the work
well. However, in this case, when a syn-
dicate tried to bid to help do the job, the
engineering firm which was employed
by the syndicate, which attempted to
submit a bid, withdrew after the bid was
publicized. Incidentally, this was not a
case in which a fly-by-night engineer
was employed. On the contrary, one of
the outstanding engineering firms in
America was used.

The president of the engineering firm
wrote a most interesting letter which
was entered in the record of our hear-
ings. I should like to read the letter to
the Senate:

Dear Mr. Von TrEsckow: In our orlginal
discussion we had no knowledge of the fact
that any private utilities were interested in
the construction and operation of a generat-
ing station in the Tennessee Valley area for
the Atomic Energy Commission.

It now develops that unauthorized use of
our name has been made in connection with
a proposal to the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion counter to one submitted by Middle
South Utllities and the southern companies.

On April 28 we pointed out to you that
Gibbs & Hill, Inc., could not afford to have
its name linked with any endeavor contrary
to the interests of any privately owned pub-
lic utilities in this country.

The use of our name has come to the
attention of Mr. Dixon—

Of Dixon-Yates—
president of Middle South TUtilities, and
through him to Mr. England, president of
Atlantic City Electric, one of our clients,
and to a number of electrical equipment
and boiler manufacturers. One of the sub-
sidiaries of Middle South Utilities is the New
Orleans Public Service Co., with whom we
have been endeavoring to negotiate an agree-
ment for the design and/or construction
supervision of their new station.

In view of the foregoing, it would seem
necessary to have statements issued in such
newspapers, as Gibbs & Hill’s name has been
mentioned in connection with this project,
to this effect: That we will not participate
in any activity detrimental to the privately
owned public-utility industry in the country.

Any personal names or company names
used above are confidential and have been
mentioned for the sole purpose of adequately
presenting Gibbs & Hill’s position.

Yours very truly,
# Davip B. SLOAN,

I may say that I had the great satis-
faction, as chairman of the subcommit-
tee, to have Mr. Sloan under oath before
the subcommittee to find out why he
wrote that letter. The testimony is
most interesting. Undoubtedly it has
already been placed in the REecorp, or
will be placed in the RECORD.

The testimony of the representatives
of the Von Tresckow group before our
committee also indicated they had re-
ceived a brushoff from the AEC, al-
though the Dixon-Yates people always
received a royal welcome and assist-
ance from AEC, the Budget Bureau, and
the Federal Power Commission repre-
sentatives.

It is interesting to note that only this
morning I received a telegram, which I
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wish to read in full. I ask Senators to
remember this telegram as I continue
with my remarks, when I deal with fi-
nances. The telegram is dated July 19,
1954, and reads as follows:

New YorEK, N. Y., July 19, 1954,
Senator WiLLiam LANGER,

Senate Office Building,

Washington, D.C.?

We, the undersigned, have made an offer
to finance, design, build, and operate a steam
generating station at Fulton, Tenn., to sup-
ply the power needs of the TVA in the Mem-
phis area. The cost of this power is to be
3% mills per kllowatt-hour or less. This
is practically at the same rate as power pro-
duced by the TVA. Our offer will cost the
Government between $90 million and $150
million less than any alternative proposal
you have for consideration. We are repeat-
ing this offer, made to TVA and other gov-
ernmental agencies concerned, to you and to
every other Senator and Representative. We
are now adding to this offer as follows:

“We will build steam generating stations
on the same basis wherever they are needed
in the TVA area. Power from these generat-
ing stations will also be available to the pri-
vate utility companies in the adjacent terri-
tory at the same rates as TVA.” .

We repectfully ask that you interest your-
self in the consideration of this offer by the
proper Government agency, for the following
reasons:

It is best for the Government, because: It
saves $90 to $150 millions. It eliminates the
need for the AEC to make a power contract
to supply the needs of TVA it takes the AEC
out of the power business, It eliminates
need for further Government appropriations
for the construction of TVA generating sta-
tions.

It is best for TVA, because the Authority
can continue to make its own power con-
tracts for its own needs. It enables the TVA
to supply all the power the AEC needs at
the cheapest price. The Authority retains
its ability to meet the growing needs of its
own customers. The cost of power remains
the same to its present customers. The
great benefits, brought by TVA to the area
it serves in seven States, are malntained
through private money and private initia-
tive.

It is best for the private utility companies
in the territory adjacent to TVA, because it
enables them for the first time to obtain
power at TVA rates and to compete with
TVA on a price basis.

It is best for the consumer, because his
monthly bill for electricity in the TVA area
remains the same and will be substantially
less than he is paying now in the adjacent
territory.

It is best for the country, because it
spreads the benefits of low-cost power over
a vastly greater territory to a larger number
of people.

Respectfully yours,

Walter von Tresckow, for Walter von
Tresckow, New York City;, Burns & Mc-
Donnell Engineering Co., Kansas City,
Mo.; Salomon Bros. & Hutzler Invest-
ment Bankers, New York City; Long
Construction Co., Kansas City, Mo.;
Robert W. Larrow, Burlington, Vt.
Harvey Weeks, New York City; George
H. Schwartz, Zelig R. Nathanson,
Schwartz, Nathanson, I. Cohen, New
York City; John N. Mitchell, Caldwell,
Marshall, Trimble & Mitchell, New
York City.

Mr. President, those who signed the
telegram are outstanding financiers,
lawyers, brokers, and engineers. They
renewed the offer they had previously
made. They testified before our com-
mittee. How in the name of heaven any
Senator can possibly vote to have the
Dixon-Yates proposal go through, at an
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additional cost to the Government of
between $90 million and $150 million is
beyond the comprehension of the senior
Senator from North Dakota.

The following intraoffice memoran=-
dum, written by a member of the en-
gineering firm's staff which was entered
into the record of our hearings is most
illuminating:

Yesterday Mr. Walte, of the Federal Power
Commission office in New York, called to
inquire whether the publicity released in
Memphis by the law firm of Burch, Porter,
and Johnson had been retracted. Not know-
ing the situation I told him I was under
the impression that a retraction was in
process and suggested that you, E. H. A. or
J. B. S. would give him the detalls. In the
meantime, however, I found in the file a
clipping from the Memphis paper, the Com-
mercial Appeal of May 7, as well as a copy
of your letter to the McGraw Hill Publish-
ing Co. on the same subject which I told
Mr. Waite about in a subsequent phone call.
He seemed to be obviously pleased and re=-
lieved that the retraction was an accom-
plished fact, and stated that he had been re-
quested to ascertain exactly this by the main
office of the Commission in Washington.

B.D. J.

Why should the Federal Power Com-
mission be obviously pleased and re-
lieved that the engineering firm had
withdrawn from representation of a pos-
sible competitor of Dixon-Yates? What
has been the true role the FPC has
played in this?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from North Dakota yield?

Mr. LANGER. Iam delighted to yield
to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. The able Senator re-
ferred to the Von Tresckow group as a
possible competitor. I wish to point out
to the Senator that under the data sheet
and specifications submitted and pre-
pared by the Atomic Energy Commission
for those who wanted to submit so-
called competing proposals, only one
group could qualify as a genuine com-
petitor. I never at any time could un-
derstand how the Von Tresckow group
could compete on the basis of the re-
quirements of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission. The power requirements which
the Von Tresckow group could not meet
was that the party submitting a proposal
must have a dependable bhack-up of
power. Who had a dependable back-up
of 600,000 kilowatts of power except the
utility operating in that area?

Another requirement was that it could
use the extra electricity, if not needed
by AEC, for their own use. Who could
meet that requirement except the oper-
ating utility in the area?

That is why I have said repeatedly
that there was no room for competition.
There was only one concern that could
meet the requirements. This deal was
tailor made for one concern, and one
concern only. Not only was it given an
exclusive contract, but it was guaranteed
profits and given tax immunity.

Mr. LANGER. The Senator is stat-
ing the exact truth as it appears from
the sworn testimony given before our
committee. That is exactly the situa-
tion.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. LANGER. 1 yield further.
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Mr. GORE. I have never thought the
Von Tresckow group or any other private
group should build this plant to supply
this need unless it could do so as eco-
nomically as TVA could. Not even the
Von Tresckow group believes it can do
that. However, from the additional of-
fer which the Senator has read, surely if
the TVA is to be denied the privilege of
building a plant to supply its own needs,
and if private enterprise is to be de-
pended upon to supply the power, we
ought to have genuine competition.
What is wrong with the competitive sys-
tem? Why do those who plead against
the TVA in the name of private enter-
prise want no part of it, but instead want
an exclusive contract on which no one
except a particular group can bid suc-
cessfully?

Mr. LANGER. That is exactly right.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LANGER. I yield.

Mr. CARLSON. As I heard the tele-
gram read by the distinguished Senator
from North Dakota, it seemed to me that
the offer was to furnish electricity
cheaper than TVA could furnish it.

Mr. LANGER. At the same rate.

Mr. CARLSON. At the same rate. In
other words, if private industry can com-
pete with TVA, it should be given the
opportunity to do so.

Mr. LANGER. That is right.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LANGER. I yield to the Senator
from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. I took that position with
respect to the supplying of power to the
Atomic Energy Commission plant at
Paducah. If private enterprise can sup-
ply the Atomic Energy Commission’s *
needs at Paducah as reasonably as can
the TVA, my position is already taken,
and that is how I voted.

Mr. LANGER. The telegram refersto
furnishing power at 315 mills to the pri-
vate companies, and they can use it
where they want to.

Mr, GORE. Mr. President, I should
like to point out to my distinguished
friend from Kansas [Mr. CarLsoN] that
the Atomic Energy Commission has been
ordered not to consider the proposal to
which reference has been made, not to
consider contracts which other people
may submit, but it is ordered to nego-
tiate a contract with one concern only,
and it is ordered to see that certain pro-
visions shall be in the contract, one of
which is complete reimbursement of all
taxes.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from North Dakota yield?

Mr. LANGER. 1 yield.

Mr, CARLSON. If I understand cor=
rectly, the taxpayers of the United
States have poured $1,800,000,000 into
the Tennessee Valley Authority. We
now have a private corporation saying it
will furnish electricity at the same rate.
We do not have any Federal money to
expend there at this time. We have to
borrow every dollar we use.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from North Dakota yield?

Mr. LANGER. 1 yield.

Mr. GORE., The order precludes con=
sideration of the Von Tresckow offer.
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The order is to negotiate a contract with
Dixon-Yates. The AEC is told to ne-
gotiate what kind of a contract, Mr.
President? A contract guaranteeing a
profit with complete tax reimbursement.
It is a “sugar” deal.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, there
are several unexplained features in the
Dixon-Yates situation which cast a very
dark shadow over the protestations of
innocence of its proponents. First, I
have yet to hear a satisfactory explana-
tion of why the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority was not instructed by the Presi-
dent to enter into this contract, rather
than the Atomic Energy Commission,
Why, Mr. President? The people of the
United States are going to ask why a
thousand times. Was it Bobby Jones?
After all, Mr. President, no one can dis-
pute the fact that the Atomic Energy
Commission performs no real function
along this line. Private utilities will
construct the plant and generate power.
The power will go into the TVA trans-
mission lines and, indeed, will be con-
tracted for by TVA. What function, in
the name of heaven, what possible func-
tion, does the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion have in connection with this mat-
ter? Will some Senator answer that, if
he can? I will yield to him to permit
him to answer, if he can.

Mr. President, the Atomic Energy
Commission is simply a middleman, a
broker. It has no real function in this
set-up. Can it be that this complicated
arrangement has been established to
confuse the situation and to take the
focus away from the fear of the adminis-
tration that TVA itself really has mno
legal right to enter into arrangements
with private utilities? Certainly, Mr.
* President, although there has been much
talk about it, we do not know how the
construction of the plant at West Mem-
phis is to be financed. We only know
that it will cost approximately $100 mil-
lion. Unless the Government estimates
are incorrect, the Dixon-Yates group will
put up only approximately $5 million.
They are going to finance it at great
cost to the Government. Over the life
of the contract the cost may be $315
million a year greater than it would be
if TVA furnished the power. No Sen-
ator upon this floor—I challenge him
to tell us—has told us how the Dixon-
Yates group plan to finance this project
and raise the rest of the money neces-
sary for its completion.

So far as we know, neither the Di-
rector of the Bureau of the Budget, Mr.
Hughes, nor the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, has inquired into this. It is a
startling fact indeed. Surely, one would
think that the Government, embarking
on a project of such vast dimensions,
would want to know who was going to
put up the money and from where the
money would come. If the money is to
come from the sale of bonds or of stocks,
the Government ought to know what in-
vestment banking firms will underwrite
the issue, what terms they have procured,
on what basis such an issue will be offered
to the publie, and, generally, whether or
not the Dixon-Yates group have substan-
tial and definitive agreements with un-
derwriting houses to assure the Govern-
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ment that they really will raise the
necessary capital.

Mr. President, I say, solemnly, that I
cannot recall a single instance during
the many years I have spent in the Gov-
ernment service, of a large contract being
made by the Government without its
finding out in advance who is going to
put up the money and on what terms.

The mystery is a deep one. Can it be
that the Government has not asked
about this? Or, if the Government has
asked about it, why does it not make
the information public? Is something
being concealed from us? If so, what is
being concealed, and why?

Mr. President, these are serious ques-
tions, and we have had no answer to
them. That fact alone should preclude
any Senator from lending his voice to
hasty and ill-considered approval of this
proposition.

Mr. President, the Subcommittee on
Anti-Monopoly wrote a letter to the
Atomie Energy Commission and asked
them to hold up this contract until the
hearings were concluded. So far, we
have not received a response, except an
acknowledgment of the letter.

Mr. President, the action of the execu-
tive department in this case smacks so
much of other actions on its part in two
other areas of the country which have
been investigated by my committee, that
it seems obvious it is a part of a general
pattern which seems to exist in the ad-
ministration’s relations with power com-
panies and REA cooperatives.

The first such matter involved the
Missouri Basin eriteria issued by the De-
partment of the Interior. The second
related to the treatment of REA co-
operatives in the Southwest by the same
Department of the Interior. I shall not
take up the time of the Senate to go into
those details, but I ask my colleagues to
read the records of the hearings to see
what this administration is doing to REA
cooperatives in other parts of the
counftry.

Mr. President, the administration is
acting in violation of the promises made
by Dwight Eisenhower, when he was a
candidate, speaking at Kasson, Minn.; in
South Dakota; and, on October 4, 1952,
at Fargo, N. Dak. It was at Fargo that
he specifically pledged that, if he was
elected President, he would do all he pos-
sibly could do to extend the REA, and to
help the REA. The farmers were led to
believe that he was a friend of the REA
and a friend of the housewife.

Today there are 3 million farmers in
the Southwest who are trying to get REA,
but who must get along with kerosene
lamps, while the Department of the In-
terior is doing all it can to harass those
people.

‘While, as I have said, I have not pre-
judged the monopoly features of this
transaction, let me say what I think of
the proposed Dixon-Yates deal. It fol-
lows the same pattern of trying to destroy
the public power and cooperative power
institutions of the country which I have
just been talking about. The adminis-
tration does not even have the honesty
to say that is what they are trying to do.

I do not mind having a man disagree
with me. I have had many disagree-
ments with good friends. I am willing

July 20

to go before the public at any time, on
any issue, and to let the people decide.
But I have no use for a man who does
one thing, and tries to tell the people that
he is doing something else—and that is
exactly what this administration has
been doing in the power field ever since
it came into office. If any Senator
wishes to debate that question upon the
floor, I will debate it with him.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LANGER.
from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I do not wish to debate
it; I merely wish to associate myself with
the Senator’s remarks, and to say that he
has spoken the absolute truth with re-
spect to the sorry record of this admin-
istration.

Mr. LANGER. I thank the Senator
from Oregon.

Here is a quotation from a statement
made by Secretary of the Interior Mc-
Kay this week in Portland, Oreg. Speak-
ing about the Dixon-Yates deal, the Sec-
retary said:

The power needed by the Atomic Energy
Commission can be obtained more cheaply
from private utilities than by TVA con-
struction of steam plants—and the private
utilities pay taxes, too.

Mr. President, what do you think of
a Secretary of the Interior who can issue
statements to the press which contain
such misinformation, such plain mis-
statements of fact? Everyone knows
that it will cost the AEC a considerably
greater sum of money under the Dixon-
Yates deal than if TVA were allowed to
construet the Fulton plant. That is the
sworn testimony, and the Secretary of
the Interior knows it. And it will cost
a lot more money without taxes. The
only question is, Will it cost $3,500,000
more a year, $5,500,000 more a year, or
even more than that? Everybody knows
it will cost more; everybody admits it;
everybody, that is, except Secretary of
the Interior McEKay. He tells the people
that the Dixon-Yates deal is a good one
because it means cheap power.

Listen to what he says about taxes:

And the private utilities pay taxes, too.

Remember, he is discussing the Dixon=-
Yates deal, and in that deal the Govern-
ment will have to pay all of the taxes
for Dixon-Yates, in addition to giving
them their profit. I am becoming sick
and tired of governmental officials, such
as this man McEKay, who continuously
tries to mislead the public. I am becom-
ing sick and tired of officials who draw
pay from the people, and then use their
talents and energy to mislead and de-
ceive the people. I say, here on the floor,
that we shall have an opportunity to
help put a stop to it.

But, Mr. President, I do not want to
be too hard on the Secretary of the In-
terior, Mr. McEKay. After all, he is only
a hired man. After all, he has to take
his orders from the boss—the President.
That is where the responsibility lies. It
is with the President.

It was the President who was looking
for votes, as I said a few minutes ago,
throughout the western area. It was the
President, not Mr. McKay, who promised

I yield to the Senator
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the people that the integrity of the TVA
would be respected, and that he would
do what he could to help in the expan-
sion of REA. It was Dwight Eisenhower,
not Douglas McKay, who made those

promises,

It was the President who promised
honesty in Government. It was the
President who promised a businesslike
administration.

Mr. President, what has happened to
the integrity of the TVA? What has
happened to the businesslike adminis-
tration of our Government?

Here is a deal which eventually will
destroy the TVA, if we do not stop it.
Here is a case in which a member of the
President’s Cabinet, chosen by the Pres-
ident, and responsible to him, deliber-
ately tries to mislead the people as to
the facts. Here is a case in which an
attempt is being made to give away—
yes, I mean exactly that—to give away
millions of dollars of the taxpayers'
money for the benefit of the power
monopolies. It is an attempt to take
money out of the pockets of poor people,
or of rich people—of the taxpayers—and
to turn it over into the pockets of pri-
vate monopoly.

What about the power monopoly in
this case? What about the Public Util-
ity Holding Company Act? Has that
been repealed? Is this administration
now going to try to extend the power
monopoly of the Power Trust, instead of
restricting it and keeping it within its
proper bounds, as provided for in the
Public Utility Holding Company Act?
Is the Government going to try to ex-
pand the established territory of the
Dixon-Yates monopoly power group info
Tennessee?

Mr. President, this is not a case of
turning the clock back; it is a case of
throwing the clock out the window.

I think that it is about time that Con-
gress paid more attention to what the
monopolies, especially the power monop-
oly, are doing. As I see it, they are try-
ing as quickly as possible to take over
all the power facilities of the Govern-
ment. They do not want any more
yardsticks like TVA, because even
though they are making more money
under that yardstick than they ever
made before, they are not satisfied.
They want to destroy the TVA yardstick
and every other public power yardstick,
so that they can make even greater
profits at the expense of the people. I
do not think that Congress will let them
do that. I intend to do everything I
can to keep the power monopoly within
its proper bounds and not let it gobble
up the entire power supply of the
country.

Mr. President, I want to remind my
colleagues that when we are dealing with
the power trust, we are dealing with a
monopoly, a monopolistic group, and not
a free enterprise group. Every once in
a while some of the defenders of private
monopoly talk about free enterprise—oh,
free enterprise. It is almost as sacred
to some as the Bible. In this case we
are dealing with a power trust, with a
monopoly group, not with a free enter-
prise group.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a few gquestions?
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Mr, LANGER. I yield to the Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct in my
understanding that one of the points
of criticism of the Senator from North
Dakota against the bill is that there is
nothing in the bill that protects the

‘publie in regard to the sale and distribu-

tion of power once this monopolistic
power group is allowed to get an eco-
nomie stranglehold on the atomic energy
program?

Mr. LANGER. There is not a word,
not a syllable, not a sentence, not a par-
agraph in the entire bill which protects
the common man or the common people,
as the Senator from Oregon very well
knows. He is a very able lawyer and has
read the bill.

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. LANGER. . I yield.

Mr. MORSE, What does the Senator
from North Dakota think would have
been the position of the great George
Norris, of the great senior La Follette, or,
for that matter, the junior La Follette,
or of Ladd, Couzens, or Johnson of Cali-
fornia, the statesmen in the history of
the Senate of the United States who,
along with others, fought for the passage
of a Federal power policy which would
guarantee to all the people the protec-
tion of a preference clause?

Mr. LANGER. The distinguished
Senator from Oregon knows as well as I
that if the pending bill is enacted into
law there will be no provision made for
the preference clause, and that the men
referred to, who are now in their graves,
would be betrayed, but not by those of
us in the Senate who are trying to carry
the torch, headed by such men as the
distinguished Senator from Oregon him-
self. It is our sacred duty to carry on
that fight, regardless of the odds, re-
gardless of who may be Secretary of the
Interior, regardless of who may be Presi-
dent. Under our oaths, we owe that duty
to the people of the country.

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. LANGER. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I wish my record in the
Senate in the field of fighting for the
public interest and public power could
begin to approach the great record the
Senator from North Dakota has made
during his many years of service in the
Senate. He stood steadfast in the Sen-
ate when some of the great men to whom
I referred really fought the battle in
regard to the public-power yardstick.

My next question is this: Is the Sena-
tor aware of the fact that one of the
gimmicks, one of the sleepers, and one of
the betrayals of the public interest in
the bill is that it provides that the Fed-
eral Government shall lease to the pri-
vate utilities the uranium process, and
buy back the plutonium ash, with the
result that, in all probability, the private
utilities will get the whole thing for
nothing, in that the Government will
pay more for the plutonium ash and for
the so-called defense plant than the pri-
vate utilities will pay for the leasehold
interest? In addition, there is no reser-
vation of the right of the Federal Gov-
ernment to build a reactor for the pur-
pose of selling and distributing the elec-
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tric power accumulated by the process.
Is the Senator from North Dakota aware
of that fact?

Mr. LANGER. Of course the Senator
from North Dakota is aware of that fact.
He has listened to various addresses
on the subject, among them that of
the Senator from Oregon, and has read
the report on the bill. What the Sena-
tor states is all the more reason why we
should try to get the matter squarely
before the people of the country so that
they, tco, may understand. They do not
get from the press all the information
they should have, as the distinguished
Senator from Oregon very well knows.
If this figcht is kept up, regardless of
consequences, sooner or later the people
will get to know the issue involved and
understand it, and they will get to know
and understand the issue through the
leadership of such distinguished states-
men as the junior Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator yield
further to me?

Mr. LANGER. 1 yield.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from
North Dakota agree with me that it is of
great importance to emphasize in the
debate that, under the provisions of the
bill, the Government will turn over to a
private-utility monopoly the complete
authority and the complete power to
build necessary reactors for the develop-
ment of electric power, and that the bill
seeks to prevent the Federal Govern=
ment from building reactors for the pur-
pose of selling electric power?

Mr. LANGER. The Senator from
North Dakota agrees, and I should like
to call particular attention to the fact
that the proposal is for a 25-year con-
tract. What difference will it possibly
make whom we elect to be President 2
years from now, or 6 or 10 years from
now? If a 25-year contract is signed, it
will last for 25 years, if the contract
proves to be legal, and if it is sustained
by the Supreme Court. In the meantime,
the people will be absolutely hamstrung.

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. LANGER. I yield.

Mr, MORSE. Does the Senator agree
with me that if heretofore there had
been followed the same principle the bill
enunciates, there would not have been
passed the power policy act which au-
thorized the Federal Government to
build great multipurpose dams, self-
paying, self-liquidating in nature, from
which could be generated power which
now serves millions of consumers in the
Tennessee Valley and the Pacific North-
west, but that the people of those areas
would have had to pay tribute to the
private utilities for obtaining power
which they now get at cheap rates as a
result of the exercise of the public power
yardstick? Does the Senator agree with
that statement?

Mr. LANGER. Certainly I agree. If
the present administration had its way,
it would do away with all public-power
projects.

Mr. MORSE, A few days ago we
heard a Republican spokesman suggest
that TVA is a communistic plot in Amer-
ica, and it has been stated that we ought
to turn TVA over to the private utility
monopolies. That is one reason why it
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is well for us to hold the floor of the
Senate these days long enough to awaken
the American people from their lethargy
and inform them of what this adminis-
tration is doing by way of giving away
the heritage of future generations of
American boys and girls in the natural
resources of the country.

Mr. LANGER. I agree fully with the
distinguished Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator agree
with me that it is very important that
we warn the American people, before a
vote is taken on the bill, of the tax give-
away in the bill, and let them know how
cleverly it is worded and that the result
will be that the private utilities which
will build the reactors will, to all intents
and purposes, stand tax-exempt, because
the Government will take over the tax
pburden under the kind of terms the
President of the United States proposes
in the contract with the private monop-
oly combine?

Mr. LANGER. Certainly that states
the situation as simply as it can be
stated.

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. LANGER. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator agree
with me that probably as adequate a
phrase as any to describe what the ad-
ministration is up to in the bill is that it
is proposing to sell the American people
into monopolistic economic bondage,
forcing them to pay tribute to monopoly
for years to come for the electric power
which will be produced by atomic energy
plants?

Mr. LANGER. That is correct; ex-
cept I would say the administration is
selling the consumer down the river.

Mr. MORSE. Let me say good na-
turedly that I am glad to hear another
Republican dare stand on the floor of
the Senate and forewarn the American
people what this ex-Republican fore-
warned them about a good many months
past, because it was as clear as the nose
on one’s face what would happen if we
did not stop the administration’s give=
away program,

Does the Senator from North Dakota
agree with me that we must eliminate
the monopolistic features of the bill and
we must insist that there be written
into it amendments to provide for the
following, as a minimum, to wit: First,
a public-preference clause; second, juris-
diction on the part of the Federal Gov-
ernment to build its own reactors, so
power can be sold to the American
people from the Government’s own re-
actors in competition—by way of a
public-power yardstick—with private
monopoly; third, elimination of any tax-
benefit features which will accrue to
private monopolies if the bill in its
present form is enacted; and, fourth,
that the so-called private-utility reactors
be so distributed in the United States
that no monopoly for power develop-
ment can be obtained by a monopolistic
combine over the economy of any large
segment of the country? Does the Sen-
ator from North Dakota agree with me
that unless those safezuards and guar-
anties are written into the bill, it would
be better that no bill at all be passed?
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Mr. LANGER. That is entirely cor-
rect; and I am going to support every
one of those amendments, if they are
submitted on this floor.

Mr. MORSE. They will be submitted,
as the Senator from North Dakota
knows, plus many more.

Mr. LANGER. They are most vital.

Mr. MORSE. In referring to those
amendments, we outline some of the
great dangers and some of the most
vicious principles that are incorporated
in the bill. In order to eliminate them,
we must adopt amendments along the
line of the four principles I have just
suggested.

Last of all, let me ask the Senator
from North Dakota whether he agrees
with me that we really are discussing
on the floor of the Senate, insofar as
domestic legislation in the field of natu-
ral resources is concerned, one of the
issues that must be taken to the plat-
forms of the country between now and
election day in November, in order to
make clear to the American people why
some of us insist that at the election
boxes we must place a check upon the
Eisenhower administration in the field
of natural resources, as well as in other
fields?

Mr. LANGER. I concur fully and
completely in that statement. I sin-
cerely hope the distinguished Senator
from Oregon may be given good health,
so that he can be in the very forefront
of that fight. It would be a terrific loss
to the people of the United States if,
during the coming months, something
should happen to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Oregon, either by illness or
some cother untoward event, so that he
would be unable to keep up his fight for
the rank and file of the people of the
country.

Mr. MORSE. Iappreciate the interest
of the Senator from North Dakota, but
let me say to him that in all my life I
was never in better fighting shape than
I am in now; and in the campaign we
will take the fight to President Eisen-
hower, because in a recent press con=-
ference he laid down the issue, when
he said he was willing to take his legis-
lative record to the people in the coming
campaign, I am ready to meet him on
that issue, because on that issue he does
not deserve a Republican majority in
the Congress, as a result of the Novem-
ber 1954 election.

Mr, LANGER. Mr. President, I wish
to continue with my remarks. Once
more I desire to remind every Member
of the Senate that when we are dealing
with the power trusts, we are dealing
with a monopoly group, not a free enter-
prise group. It has been pointed out over
and over again that private electric
utilities are not part of the free-enter-
prise system. They are protected mo-
nopolies. They are kept free of compe-
tition; and anyone in their area who
wants electricity must buy it from them,
and must pay their rates. If their costs
g0 up, legally or otherwise, they get an
increase in their rates. Why, Mr.
President, even the salaries of the
various lobbyists they hire to do their
work in Washington are included in the
costs which are paid by the taxpayers.
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One of those lobbyists is paid $65,000;
and all those costs are added to the rates
for electricity, and are paid by the people
who use it. All those costs are placed
upon the backs of the taxpayers.

Protected as they are, and with elec-
tricity as important to modern life as it
is, these monopolies have practically a
guaranteed profit. They are not free
enterprise, and they are not entitled to
use the arguments of free enterprise in
their favor. Let wus remember, and
never forget, that they are protected
monopolies completely outside of our
system of free enterprise,

Mr. President, this is not the case of
a farmer who takes his chances with
drought, heat, chinch bugs, and all the
other problems the farmer has to meet.
This is not the case of a miner who, be-
cause of a drop in the price of zinc or
lead, may lose his job. This is not the
case of a small-business man who takes
his chance of surviving in the struggle
for existence. These monopolies are
protected, and they are guaranteed a
profit. They are not a part of the free
enterprise system we hear so much
about. Let us never forget that they are
a protected monopoly, completely outside
our system of free enterprise.

I wonder how many of us have given
really serious thought to what the Presi-
dent has done in this case, quite aside
from the power issue, as such. He has
put probably the most important agency
in the Government, the Atomic Energy
Commission, right in the middle of the
most controversial of all matters,
namely the power issue. He has made
the Commission an instrument in the
fight of the power trust against the pub-
lic power and cooperative power insti-
tutions of this country. This is one of
the rottenest aspects of this whole prop-
osition. The Atomic Energy Commission
should never be made a controversial
agency. It has too much important
work to do. It must not be put in a
position where it is bound to lose the re-
spect and trust of a large percentage of
the people. Let it stick solely to matters
of atomic energy, and keep out of the
attempt to scuttle public power.

Mr. President, can you not see the
harm that will be done if this deal goes
through? In that event, can we expect
the people in the Tennessee valley to
have any faith in the Atomic Energy
Commission? Can we expect them to
believe that the Atomic Energy Com-
mission has the people’s interests at
heart, and will administer atomic energy
for the greatest good of the people?
Outside of the Tennessee Valley, the
countless millions of our citizens need
these public power installations, need
these rural electric cooperatives, and
believe that power is a natural resource,
and should, wherever possible, be used
for the greatest benefit of the people,
instead of for the greatest profit for
the power trust. Can these people any
longer have faith or trust in the Atomic
Energy Commission? I tell you, Mr,
President, if this deal goes through, the
President will have destroyed the Atomic
Energy Commission as an effective in-
strument for administering the atomic
energy problems of the country. At
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some future date—and not too far in
the future—he will have to scrap the
AEC and establish a new body, because
the people will have lost their faith in
the AEC.

Do we dare permit this to happen in
this ecritical moment of the world’s
history? Can we let the President de-
stroy the effectiveness and integrity of
one of the most important agencies in
our Government?

Where will this process stop? If we
let the President destroy the statutory
powers of AEC, if we let him remove all
of their discretion and substitute his
own orders in place of their considered
opinions, how can we object if he later
tells the Federal Power Commission how
to decide the big disputes before it? Or
the Federal Communications Commis-
sion, or the Federal Trade Commission
or the Interstate Commerce Commission,
or any other independent agency of the
Government? If we let this disgrace-
ful deal go through, we shall have set
a precedent which can destroy the en-
tire structure of our executive branch.

This is one of the most disgraceful
deals I have yet encountered in all my
service in government. What makes it
even more disgraceful is the fact that
it comes straight from the White House.
The President himself has ordered this
deal. I say that it is high time that this
body stepped in to stop the President
from making this deal.

The bill before us today would make
possible more Dixon-Yates deals in the
future. It will take us further along the
road to the destruction of public power
in this country. As was stated so elo-
quently a few moments ago by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morskl, it would make possible the ulti-
mate and complete sellout of the power
resources of this Nation to private inter-
ests so that public power can be exploited
for selfish and swollen profits.

I am against this bill. I am against it
because it contains no preference provi-
sions for cooperative and public power
groups. I am against it because it con-
tains no antimonopoly provisions, I am
against it because it favors large corpo-
rations at the expense of small business.

I am against it because it surrenders the -

public interest, and the rights of farm-
ers, laborers, and consumers to the sel-
fish interests of big business. I am
against it because it violates the right of
the people to control the natural re-
sources of this county; and that includes
power and electrical energy.

Mr. President, this is bad, rotten leg-
islation; and for the reasons I have stat-
ed, I shall vote against the bill, and I
urge my colleagues to do likewise.

I expect within a short time to deliver
another speech on this floor on this sub-
ject, before we are called upon to vote
on perhaps the most important piece of
domestic legislation we shall be called
upon to consider at this session.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk ecalled the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:
Alken

Gore Martin

Barrett Green Murray
Bricker Hayden Neely
Burke Hendrickson Payne
Bush Hickenlooper Russell
Butler Hill Saltonstall
Carlson Holland Schoeppel
Cordon Jenner Stennis
Crippa Johnson, Tex. Thye
Dworshak Johnston, 8, C. Upton
Ervin EKnowland Welker
Ferguson Kuchel Wiley
Flanders Langer Williams
Fulbright Lennon Young
Goldwater Mansfield

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

PaynE in the chair). A quorum is not
present.

Mr. MARTIN. I move that the Ser-
geant at Arms be directed to request the
attendance of absent Senators.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Sergeant at Arms will execute the order
of the Senate.

After a little delay Mr. ANDERSON,
Mr. BEaLL, Mr. BENNETT, Mrs. BOWRING,
Mr. Bripges, Mr. BYRD, Mr. CAPEHART,
Mr. Casg, Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. CLEMENTS,
Mr. CooprEr, Mr. DanNIEL, Mr. DIRKSEN,
Mr. Doucras, Mr. DurFF, Mr. EASTLAND,
Mr. ELLENDER, Mr, FREAR, Mr. GEORGE,
Mr. GILLETTE, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. IVES,
Mr. JACKSON, Mr. JounsoN of Colorado,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KErRr, Mr. KILGORE,
Mr, LeamaN, Mr. LonGg, Mr. MAGNUSON,
Mr. MALONE, Mr. MaAYBANK, Mr. McCAR-
RAN, Mr. McCARTHY, Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr.
MONRONEY, Mr. MoORSE, Mr. MUNDT,
Mr. PasTorg, Mr. PorTeEr, Mr. PURTELL,
Mr. ReywoLDps, Mr. ROBERTSON, Mr.
SMATHERS, Mrs. Smrre of Maine, Mr.
SwmiTH of New Jersey, Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr.
SymincToN, and Mr. WaTkiNs entered
the Chamber and answered to their
names.

"The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. FErRGUSON].

Mr. ERVIN. Mr, President, in rising
for the purpose of offering a substitute
for the amendment proposed by the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Michigan
[Mr. Fercuson]l, and for the purpose of
explaining my substitute, I am ignoring
the rule that a new Senator, like a child,
should be seen, rather than heard.

After all, I have the honor of aiding
my colleague, the distinguished Senator
from North Carolina, in representing in
this body the 4 million people of our
State.

Within the past few years, death has
entered the Senate Chamber 3 times
to still the throbbing hearts of 3 great
North Carolina Senators. As a conse-
quence, if the voice of North Carolina is
to be heard in the Senate, it is necessary
that it be through the voice, so far as
I myself am concerned, of a Senator who
is a neophyte.

The people of olden times did not use
some of the terms which we use in dis-
cussing the problems which arise in con-
nection with section 164 of the proposed
bill. They did not speak about amperes,
volts, or watts. They talked about
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horsepower. In rising, I hope I may be
able to contribute just a little horse-
sense to the discussion about horsepower.

The TVA has done a wonderful task
in the Tennessee Valley in harnessing the
streams of the valley, in promoting flood
control, and in preventing soil erosion.
The taxpayers of the United States have
been very generous to the TVA, because
they have contributed altogether, ac-
cording to my understanding, $1,800,-
000,000 to the development of the Ten-
nessee Valley. The magnitude of that
sum is more readily understood by me
when I realize it is the equivalent of a
contribution of $450 from every man,
woman, and child in North Carolina.

I think the situation can be clarified
if we remember that we are not con-
cerned with the harnessing of the wa-
ters in the rivers of the Tennessee Val-
ley; that we are not concerned with the
promotion of flood control in the Ten-
nesee Valley; that we are not concerned
with the prevention of soil erosion in the
Tennessee Valley; that we are not even
concerned with the erection or the opera-
tion of an auxiliary steam plant to sup-
plement hydroelectric power generated
from the streams of the Tennessee Val-
ley in times of low water.

So far as section 164 of the hill is con-
cerned, we are fundamentally and solely
concerned with a determination of who
shall operate a steam plant to furnish
the electric power necessary for the
operation of the atomic energy installa-
tion at Paducah, Ky. According to my
way of thinking, the questions of who
shall erect a steam plant and who shall
shovel coal into the furnaces of such a
steam plant, in order to generate elec-
tric power, are fundamentally com-
mercial questions.

According to my way of thinking, the
Federal Government, either itself, or
through any of its agencies, ought not to
furnish a commercial service, if a private
industry is able and willing to furnish
such service at reasonable rates.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. ERVIN. First, I wish to finish my
statement; then I shall yield to the
Senator. I trust I shall not be too long
in my statement.

The substitute which I propose for the
amendment to section 164, offered by the
distinguished senior Senator from Mich-
igan, is twofold in nature. In the first
place, it incorporates, in exact terms, the
proposal made by the distinguished sen-
ior Senator from Michigan. As he ex-
plained in presenting his amendment,
some question has been raised concern-
ing the legal capacity of the Atomic
Energy Commission to enter into the
proposed contract, or any other contract
of that nature, and he has offered his
;mendment simply to clarify the situa-

on.

I have incorporated his amendment
in my proposed substitute, so that any
doubt may be removed as to the legal
capacity of the Atomic Energy Commis=
sion to make a contract either with a
private utility or with any governmental
agency, or with anyone else on the face
of the earth, to obtain replacement
power necessary for the atomic energy
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installation at Paducah. So I think
that if we adopt the substitute contain-
ing that clarification, all we shall be do=
ing is to follow in the footsteps of the
good Lord, when He confronted His dis-
ciples and found that 1 of the 11 was
somewhat doubtful about whether He
had actually risen from the dead. He
merely clarified the situation for doubt-
ing Thomas.

The first part of my proposed substi-
tute does nothing whatsoever except to
clarify the question of the legal right
and the legal power of the Atomic En-
ergy Commission to enter into a con-
tract with any person, whether it be a
private utility or a governmental
agency, to obtain replacement power of
the nature required for its operations.
I do not see how anyone could object to
that part of the substitute amendment.

Before coming to the second part of
my amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, I should like to tell a story. It
may be an old one, but it points a moral.
I live in the foothills of the Blue Ridge
Mountains of North Carolina. One of
my mountain constituents came down
to my home town to pay his grocery bill.
When he was informed by the store-
keeper as to the amount of the grocery
bill, he thought the amount was a little
higher than it should have been, so he
began to grumble,

The storekeeper got his account
books, laid them on the counter in front
of my mountaineer friend, and said,
“Here are the figures. You know, figures
do not lie.”

My mountain friend scratched his
head and said to the storekeeper, “I
know that figures do not lie, But liars
surely do figure.”

Not only do liars figure, but honest
and honorable men, like Members of
the Senate, disagree as to the interpre-
tation and meaning of figures. I have
listened to Senators who have taken one
side or the other in eonnection with the
proposal allegedly made to the Govern-
ment by the Dixon-Yates group and
about the negotiations heretofore had
with that group. Some Senators, in
whom I have implicit confidence, say that
the figures which have been mentioned
in the negotiations thus far indicate that
the Government is about to be ravished.
Other Senators who have spoken on the
same subject, and in whom also I have
implicit confidence, have stood on the
floor and said that all the figures men-
tioned in the negotiations are fair and
just to the Government.

I should like to believe Senators who
have taken positions on both sides of
the proposal, but I simply do not know
which Senators are right. I do not think
the floor of the Senate is the place for
us to determine that question; nor do I
think a contract can be written on the
floor of the Senate.

Therefore, I have included in my
amendment in the nature of a substitute
a proposal which I have borrowed from
the distinguished junior Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. AnpersonN]. I have
lifted it bodily from his proposed amend-
ments, or from some which he has an-
nounced he intends to propose. After
the provision giving the Atomic Energy
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Commission undoubted legal power to
make a contract with any private utility
or any governmental agency to furnish
the replacement power which is neces=
sary, my amendment provides that the
contract must be submitted to the Sen-
ate and House Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, and shall lie before the
joint committee for 30 days while Con-
gress is in session, unless that require-
ment is waived by the committee, in
writing.

I do not propose to favor any particu-
lar contract, and I do not propose, as a
Senator, to say which group is right in
its interpretation of the figures. There-
fore, I offer the second part of my sub-
stitute for the amendment proposed by
the senior Senator from Michigan, in or-
der to provide, in the first place, that
the members of the Atomic Energy
Commission, in whom I have implicit
confidence, shall have the legal right to
enter into a contract with whichever
private utility or Government agency
may be able and willing to make power
available.

As an additional safeguard, I propose
that after the members of the Atomic
Energy Commission have made such a
contract, they shall file it with the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy of Con-
gress, which is composed of some of the
ablest Members of the Senate and the
House of Representatives. On that com-
mittee is a Representative from my
State, CarL DurHAM, whom I have known
ever since he and I were collegze mates
at Chapel Hill. I would be willing at
any time to place the welfare of the
United States in the hands of CarL DUR-
HAM, because I know he is intellectually
honest, and courageous to the highest
degree.

I am willing to trust the integrity, the
intelligence, and the patriotism of the
members of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission to make a contract with any
private utility or any public body which
will furnish needed electric power for
the use, indirectly, of the Atomic Ener-
gy Commission, at reasonable rates. If
it is felt the Commission cannot be
trusted, Senators may still vote for this
provision with good grace, because the
additional protection is provided that
the contract will be scrutinized by the
members of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy before the contract can
become effective.

I am willing to put implicit confidence
in the integrity, the intelligence, the pa-
triotism, and the good business judg-
ment of the distinguished members of
this body and of the House who are
members of the joint committee.

I have briefly stated the purpose of my
amendment in the nature of a substitute
for the amendment of the Senator from
Michigan.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ERVIN. I yield to the Senator
from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. First, I should like
to compliment the Senator on his very
good judgment and disecrimination in re-
gard to this matter, as evidenced by his
remarks. I think he understands the
situation quite well. I should like to in-
quire whether it is the Senator’s inten-
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tion to make approval by the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy a condition
precedent to the effectiveness of the con-
tract.

Mr. ERVIN. That is not my intention,
because I believe the question of writing
a contract is executive in nature, rather
than legislative. Under my proposal if
the members of the joint committee of
the Senate and the House do not approve
the contract, it will then lie before them
for 30 days while Congress is in session.
If Congress thinks the contract as pro-
posed is improper or unfair to the Gov-
ernment, it can take such action as it
sees fit.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Suppose a Mem-
ber of Congress did object to it, made a
speech on the floor of Congress condemn-
ing it, and then the 30 days elapsed,
would the contract then be legally effec-
tive?

Mr. ERVIN. If the contract were
lodged with the joint committee for 30
days while Congress was in session, then
the contract would become effective un-
less Congress took affirmative action to
the contrary. That is my understanding.
But nothing can be done without the
consent of the joint committee until the
contract has been in a sense on the table
before the committee for 30 days, while
Congress is in session.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. So far as I can see
at the moment, I think the proposal is a
worth-while contribution; I should like
to consider it a little longer, but it strikes
me as having much merit. However, if it
is to be adopted, I deem it important
that it should be very clear, because it
might be objectionable from the stand-
point of assuming to interfere with the
executive function. It is not the Sen-
ator’s intention, is it, that the provision
should operate as a veto or should give
the power of veto to the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy, or should actually
affect the validity of the contract other
than result in a delay of 30 days?

Mr. ERVIN. I think the making of
a contract is a matter for the executive
branch of the Government, in a sense,
and that the legislative branch ought not
to interfere with that function of the
Executive. The provision would merely
guarantee that if the joint committee
did not approve a contract, it would have
to lie before it for a certain period, so
that the legislative branch of the Gov-
ernment might consider whether the
contract was so outrageous in character
that it should review the power to make
such a contract.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What the proposal
of the Senator is guaranteeing is con-
sultation rather than approval of a veto
power, is it not?

Mr. ERVIN. That is right.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I offer
my amendment as a substitute for the
amendment of the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. FErRGUsonN]. I send my amend-

ment to the desk, and request its im-
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BusH
in the chair).
stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In lieu of the
amendment submitted by Mr. FERGUSON,

The amendment will be
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it is proposed to insert the following on
page 80, in line 9:

The authority of the Commission under
this section to enter into new contracts or
modify or confirm exlsting contracts to pro-
vide for electric utility services includes, in
case such electric utility. services are to be
furnished to the Commission by the Ten=-
nessee Valley Authority, authority to con-
tract with any person to furnish electric
utility services to the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority in replacement thereof. Any con-
tract hereafter entered into by the Commis-
sion pursuant to this section shall be sub-
mitted to the joint committee and a period
of 30 days shall elapse while Congress is in
session (in computing such 30 days, there
shall be excluded the days in which either
House is not in session because of adjourn-
ment for more than 3 days) before the
contract of the Commission shall become
effective: Provided jurther, That the joint
committee, after having received the pro-
posed contract, may by resolution in writ-
ing, waive the conditions of or all or any
portion of such 30-day period.

Mr. LENNON. Mr. President, will my
colleague yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ReyNoLDs in the chair). Does the jun-
ior Senator from North Carolina yield to
his colleague?

Mr. ERVIN. Iam glad to yield to the
senior Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. LENNON. Mr. President, I should
like to express my appreciation to my
distinguished colleague for the submis-
sion of the substitute amendment, which
I think will go a long way toward clari=-
fying the understanding and the feeling
of the Members of the Senate regarding
this measure.

I wish to ask my colleague a gquestion.
He has heard the debate and the col-
loquy on the bill during the last num-
ber of days. From what he has heard,
is he of the opinion that the Dixon-Yates
proposal can actually and truthfully be
considered an assault on the TVA sys-
tem, as such?

Mr. ERVIN. I do not so consider it,
because in my opinion the TVA system
fundamentally is for the generation of
hydroelectric power, for soil conserva-
tion, and for flood control, rather than to
engage in a commercial business.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from North Carolina please
speak louder, so that we on this side of
-the aisle can hear him?

Mr. ERVIN. Ishall be glad to. Iwas
giving an explanation, in answer to a
question put to me by my senior col-
league. I said that I do not consider
that the action of the Atomic Energy
Commission in obfaining needed re-
placement power from a private industry
could properly be considered an attack
on the TVA system, because I consider
the TVA fundamentally to be dedicated
to the harnessing of water power and to
developing hydroelectric power, soil con-
servation, and flood control, and not to
be for the purpose of engaging in com-
mercial business.

Mr. LENNON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for one further question?

Mr. ERVIN. I yield.

Mr. LENNON. Much has been said
in recent days in the debate on the pend-
ing bill to the effect that one of the most
objectionable features of the proposed

contract was that there were no bids to
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furnish power from private utilities.
I wonder if the Senator can tell us
whether or not it would have been prac-
ticable for the Government, in its ef-
fort to obtain electricity for the plant at
Paduecah, to have obtained bids.

Mr. ERVIN. All generators of power
necessarily have to obtain certificates
from their State regulatory bodies au-
thorizing them to engage in the produec-
tion and sale of power, since they are
necessarily public utilities. It is quite
natural to ask for bids from the power
companies which are now authorized to
do business in the area where the power
is to be generated. I do not know
whether that is a sufficient answer.

Mr. LENNON. Then, judging from
what the Senator says, it would have
been impracticable to obtain bids from
those industries or power companies
which would have been able to provide
power for this particular plant.

Mr. ERVIN. Yes. However, if this
substitute were adopted, the Atomic
Energy Commission would be at liberty
to obtain the necessary replacement
power under contract from any source
which might be able to make such power
available.

Mr. LENNON. I wonder if the Senator
finds anything unconscionable about the
proposal to obtain power from private
industry for the use of the Atomic
Energy Commission plant at Paduecah.

Mr. ERVIN. I do not, because I think
the mere operation of a steam plant, the
shoveling of coal into a steam plant and
the generation thereby of electric power,
is fundamentally a commercial enter-
prise. I think all commercial enterprises
ought to be conducted by private enter-
prise if private enterprise is able and
willing to conduct the operation at rea-
sonable rates.

Mr. LENNON. Has the Senator any
views with respect to the discussion
which has been had on the floor of the
Senate, to the effect that this particular
private enterprise should have a refund
of Federal taxes?

Mr. ERVIN. I have a conviction that
anyone who is engaged in business must
pass his taxes on to his consumers, and
that when his consumer happens to be
the Federal Government, he must pass
them on to the Federal Government., I
do not think anyone in the present age
could stay in any kind of business and
not pass on his Federal income taxes,
whoever his consumer may be.

Mr., LENNON. Does the Senator be-
live that there would have been any
other manner in which the AEC power
could have been obtained except through
private negotiations such as have been
suggested?

Mr. ERVIN. I think the power would
have to be derived from a private source
by negotiations between the govern-
mental agency concerned and the private
source, because there is no way to write
a contract on any other basis. All con-
tracts are give-and-take propositions.

Mr. LENNON. I understand that the
Senator is not opposed in any manner to
the policy which has been followed by
the Congress over a period of years, of
providing help in the development of
hydroelectric power.
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Mr. ERVIN. Iam not. Iam strongly
in favor of any proposal for the Federal
Government to assist in the conserva-
tion of the natural resources of the
country; and wherever it is necessary
for the Federal Government to step in
and aid with those problems I will be in
favor of it as long as I am here.

Mr. LENNON. I thank the Senator
for his explanation.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ERVIN. I yield.

Mr. BUSH. I do not quite see why the
Senator wants to have the contract
stalled in the joint committee for any
period of time. Let us assume that the
amendment becomes law. There is a
proposal before the Atomic Energy Com-
mission for an organization to spend
$105 million or $107 million, all based
upon present rates for money, present
costs of construction, and all that. I
believe, of course, that the joint com-
mittee should be advised, and have com=-
plete details with respect to any contract
of this nature. I should like to see the
amendment provide that any such con-
tract be filed with the joint committee,
so that the committee may examine it;
but the possibility of holding up the
transaction for a period of months seems
to me not to have very much point to
it, the idea being, as the Senator has
said, that when the Congress comes
back into session some Member of either
House may make a speech about the
contract if he does not like it. If he
knows what is in the contract, and if he
does not like it, he can make a speech
about it later. I have the feeling—per-
haps the Senator can correct me—that
this is somewhat an invasion of the
rights of the executive branch, and puts
the legislative branch in a contract-
making position, which is not quite what
is intended by the Constitution.

Mr. ERVIN. I will say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Connecticut
that up until the 11th day of June I had
some responsibility in connection with
interpreting laws, and I could speak
with some authority. However, I re-
linquished the position in which I could
speak with authority on the question of
interpreting laws.

The proposed substitute contains the
following proviso:

Provided, however, That the Joint Com-
mittee, after having received the proposed
contract, may, by resolution in writing,
walve the conditions of or all or any portion
of such 30-day period.

My interpretation may be wrong. It
is my individual interpretation that
under that provision the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy could act, even in
the absence of a session of Congress,
but it would not act if it did not think
the contract was a proper contract; and
in that event the 30-day provision would
come into effect.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ERVIN. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. Let me present
one or two hypothetical questions.

Suppose the Congress was in adjourn-
ment sine die on September 1, and there
was delivered to the Joint Committee on
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Atomic Energy a contract. The first
hypothetical case is one in which noth-
ing is done by the Joint Committee. As
I understand, the Senator’s interpreta-
tion would be that, 30 days after the
Congress met, the Executive could enter
into a contract. Is that correct?

Mr. ERVIN. Yes. When the 30 days
expired and Congress had not done any-
thing about it, it would become opera-
tive.

Mr. FERGUSON. The second hypo-
thetical case is this: On September 1,
when Congress is not in session, a con-
tract is delivered to the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy. The joint com-
mittee holds a meeting, and at a regu-
larly constituted meeting—which is au-
thorized under the statute whether Con-
gress is in session or not, because it is
a statutory committee, a continuing
committee—the joint committee waives
both the question of the Congress not
being in session, which is covered by the
language “waive the conditions of,” and
also waives the time limit. Therefore,
the contract could go into effect at the
date of the waiver under a resolution
of the joint committee?

Mr. ERVIN. That is my personal in-
terpretation.

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator is of-
fering this amendment as a substitute
for the amendment of the Senator from
Michigan.

Mr. ERVIN. Yes.

Mr. FERGUSON. The first part of
the Senator’s proposed substitute is
identical with the amendment which the
Senator from Michigan has offered.

Mr. ERVIN. As the Senator from
Michigan knows, of course, the personal
interpretation of any one person may
be different from that of a court which
decides a case. This is my personal
interpretation.

Mr. FERGUSON. Both the Senator
and I have served on the bench. It is
true, is it not, that if the interpretation
of those presenting the proposal, or of
the committee, as shown by the Recorbp,
is ambiguous, the interpretation by the
court is based upon what is considered
to have been the intention in the legis-
lative process.

Mr. ERVIN. Yes. As the Senator
from Michigan has pointed out, the joint
committee would have the right to waive
both the conditions and the time. One
of the conditions relates to the question
of whether or not the Congress is in
session; and the time is 30 days. If the
joint committee is satisfied with the fair-
ness of the contract, and if it meets in
the absence of a session of Congress, it
may waive the conditions. If it does not
waive them, then the 30 days do not be-
gin to run until Congress is in session.
In that way protection is afforded
against any improper contract being en-
tered into, and the procedure is expedited
if the joint committee thinks the con-
tract is fair.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for an observation?

Mr. ERVIN. I yield to the Senator
from Connecticut. Then I shall yield
to my distinguished senior colleague.

Mr. BUSH. I believe I understand the
purpose of the Senator’s amendment,
and I believe it has some merit in pro-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

viding that certainly the joint commit-
tee should be fully advised in connection
with any important contract of this kind.
However, I do not like the possibility, as
presented in the theoretical case of the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON],
of a possible delay in the execution of a
contract by as much as 6 or 7 months,
which could result from this kind of
amendment.

Contracts of this kind are based on
conditions approximately current. The
money market is a very important con-
sideration in the financing of a $100 mil-
lion contract. The same situation ap-
plies to the cost of machinery, and every-
thing else that goes into a steam plant.
In other words, the costs must be con-
sidered, and they are an important ele-
ment in a large contract. The machin-
ery and other things that go into the
kind of plant we are considering amounts
to another $100 million of cost.

I believe such an amendment would
place a restraint on the Executive if it
were necessary for the joint committee
to have a look at the contract before it
could become effective, and it would
cause a delay of perhaps as long as 6
or 7 months and the delay could be
longer, if Congress adjourned earlier.

I beg the Senator to give that point
a little more consideration before we
come to a vote on the amendment. I
do not wish to ignore the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy in its proper place
in this procedure. I believe it has a
proper place, but I do not think it should
have contract-making authority.

Mr. ERVIN. I do not believe it would
have contract-making authority under
my amendment. I am not interfering
with the joint committee. I am not giv-
ing it veto power over any action of the
Atomic Energy Commission in connec-
tion with any contract the Atomic Energy
Commission might make. I merely pro-
vide in the amendment that unless the
joint committee is satisfied that the con-
tract is fair, there will be an opportunity
for Congress at the next session to with-
draw the legislative authority to make
the contract.

I can appreciate the Senator’s position,
but my answer is a fundamental answer.
I believe private enterprise can do this
job in 1954. I believe private enterprise
can do it in 1955. Therefore, I am not
worried too much about the difficulty
private enterprise might have in 1955
over what it might have in 1954,

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. ERVIN. I yield.

Mr. BUSH. If the Senator from North
Carolina insists on giving the joint com-
mittee an opportunity to look at a con-
tract before it becomes effective, I wish
he would give some further consideration
to an alternative which would provide
that a contract once signed should be
submitted immediately to the joint com-
mittee, and that the joint committee
should have an opportunity for a period
of, say, 30 days to study the contract.
If the Atomic Energy Commission did
not hear further from the joint com-
mittee, the contract would become effec-
tive. If the joint committee had some
serious reservations, it would have an
opportunity to take the matter up with

July 20

the executive. It could even ask for an
extension of 30 days, if it had some seri-
ous objections. However, I do not be-
lieve we should run the risk of having a
contract stalled for as long as 6 or 7
months.

Mr. ERVIN. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Connecticut may come up with
a proposition that I may like better than
my own. If I do, I shall be glad to
accept it.

Mr. BUSH. I thank the Senator.

Mr., ERVIN. I now yield to my dis-
tinguished senior colleague.

Mr. LENNON. With respect to all
that has been said about the Dixon-
Yates proposal, and it being considered
by many as somewhat of an innovation,
does not the Senator believe that to give
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
an opportunity to look at the contract
would have a very salutary effect by as-
suring the people of the Nation that
the contract would be in the public in-
terest?

Mr. ERVIN. It would assure the peo-
ple of the Nation that we are more con-
cerned with getting the needed electric
power from private enterprise at reason-
able rates than we are in providing that
any particular private utility shall fur-
nish the power.

Mr. LENNON. The Senator believes,
does he not, that by his amendment,
which assures the American people
that their representatives in Congress,
through the Joint Commiitee on Atomic
Energy, shall have a “look see” at these
contracts, that the American people will
have confidence that the contracts are
in the public interest and not in the
inferest of a so-called private monopoly,
as the reference has been made on the
foor,

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct.

Mr. LENNON. I share the Senator’s
views on his amendment.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ERVIN. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. May I ask the distin-
guished Senator from North Carolina if
I am correct in understanding that the
prime purpose of his amendment is to
make it clear that AEC could enter into
a contract with a power company to re-
place power in the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority system?

Mr. ERVIN. That is correct.

Mr. COOPER. Is that the essential
purpose of the amendment?

Mr. ERVIN. That is one of the essen-
tial purposes of the amendment. The
other is that after a contract is made it
shall be scrutinized by the joint com-
mittee.

Mr. COOPER. I shall take the first
essential purpose. In offering the
amendment, has the Senator done so
because he has doubts that section 164
on page 79 of the bill authorizes the re-
placement of power to the TVA?

Mr. ERVIN. I do not personally have
any grave doubts on that score. How-
ever, some Members of the Senate, for
whose judgment I have a very high re-
spect, do have such doubts. Therefore
I am willing to extend to them what I
believe we should extend to them, name-
ly, the same consideration that the good
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Lord extended to Doubting Thomas, by
removing their doubts.

Mr. COOPER. Of course, the amend-
ment speaks about the making of a con=
tract. Does the Senator imply that to
make the contract effective the TVA
must also assent to the introduction of
power into its system?

Mr. ERVIN. No, I do not; because I
concede that the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority is a servant of all the people of
the United States, and that the Tennes-
see Valley Authority is willing to obey
any direction given to them by Congress.

Mr. COOPER. Is it not true that
both the Tennessee Valley Authority and
the AEC are independent agencies cre-
ated by Congress? I know that the dis-
tinguished Senator is an experienced
lawyer. Does he think that either has
any power other than the power defined
in the acts which created them and
granted to them by Congress?

Mr. ERVIN. In reply I should like to
say that I believe the powers of any
agency are those which are given ex-
pressly by law or those which are neces-
sarily implied by law. I do not know
whether I misconstrue the Senator's
question.

Mr. COOPER. I should like to pro-
pound a hypothetical question to the
Senator. Let us suppose we are not deal-
ing with the TVA at all, and that the
area of the TVA was being served by a
private power company. Would the Sen-
ator say that if AEC wanted to contract
with X company or with the Dixon-
Yates Co. to replace power furnished by
a private power company, that it could
be done unless the private power com-
pany wanted or needed the power itself?

Mr. ERVIN. I do not know whether
I understand the question. If I do, my
answer is that the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority is an agency of the United States,
and the Tennessee Valley Authority
ought to be willing to do anything which
Congress directs it to do, even though it
might not satisfy the notions of some of
those in charge of the TVA.

Mr. COOPER. The amendment does
not require the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority to accept power. The Senator
says the AEC can make the decision as
to the amount of power the Tennessee
Valley Authority might need in replace-
ment and could force the introduction of
that power into its system. .

Mr. ERVIN. I have a high respect
for the TVA and what it has accom-
plished. If this substitute should be
adopted the TVA should not be willing to
obey the law of Congress. I think we
have created a Frankenstein. I cannot
imagine TVA not obeying. I believe it
is implied that it will comply with what-
ever is done under this substitute, if the
substitute shall become law.

Mr. COOPER. Iam not talking about
what the effect would be if there should
be a voluntary agreement. I am speak-
ing of the power given the authority.
Does the Senator consider that AEC has
the power and authority to make a de-
cision affecting a primary function of
the Tennessee Valley Authority made so
by statute enacted by Congress?

Mr. ERVIN. If the substitute shall
become law, and it authorizes the AEC
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to make a contract it supersedes, as
matter of law, every provision of law
to the contrary, because the last word
of Congress is the law of the land. The
other provisions of law would be modi-
fied to that extent.

Mr. COOPER. Does the Senator be-
lieve that his amendment would require
the Tennessee Valley Authority to accept
replacement power even if, in its own
opinion and determination, it would not
be best for the operation of the system?

Mr. ERVIN. I do, because I do not
think the servant ever becomes greater
than the master. If the Tennessee Val-
ley Authority insisted on its way, when
its way conflicted with the will of Con-
gress, I think we would have a very bad
situation. I think it would yield; I think
it would accept power furnished under
the contract authorized by this substi-
tute, whether the head of TVA thought
it was justified or not.

Mr. COOPER. What the Senator is
saying is that the AEC would make pol-
icy determinations.

Mr. ERVIN. No. I am saying that
the AEC would have the legal right to
obtain the power and could require the
TVA to accept that power to be fed into
its distribution system, which was not
built at the expense of the TVA, but
at the expense of all the taxpayers of
the United States.

Mr. COOPER. Then the purpose of
the Senator’s amendment is to give the
AEC power to determine policy for the
TVA.

TRANSFER OF HEALTH FACILITIES
FOR INDIANS TO PUBLIC HEALTH
SERVICE—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. WATEKINS. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 303) to trans-
fer the maintenance and operation of
hospital and health facilities for Indians
to the Public Health Service, and for
other purposes. I ask unanimous con-
sent for the present consideration of the
report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report,
as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
303) to transfer the maintenance and op-
eration of hospital and health facilities for
Indians to the Public Health Service, and
for other purposes, having met, after full
and free conference, have agreed to recom-
mend and do recommend to their respective
Houses as follows:

That the House recede its disagreement
to the amendments of the Senate Nos. 1 and
3 and agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of Senate No. 2,
and agree to the same with an amendment,
as follows: In lieu of the matter inserted
by the Senate, insert the following: Page
2, line 2, after "“"Welfare” insert “: Provided,
That hospitals now in operation for a spe-
cific tribe or tribes of Indians shall not be
closed prior to July 1, 1856, without the con-
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sent of the governing body of the tribe or
its organized council.”
And the Senate agree to the same.
ARTHUR V. WATKINS,
HENRY C. DWORSHAK,
THOoMAS H. EUucHEL,
CriNTON P. ANDERSON,
AvrTON LENNON,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
WESLEY A. D'’EWART,
E: Y. BErRy,
JACK WESTLAND,
WAYNE N. ASPINALL,
JAMES A. HALEY,
Managers on the Part of the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, in the ab-
sence of a Member of the Senate who is
interested in this report, I suggest the
absence of a quorum. I shall withdraw
my request as soon as that Senator re-
turns to the chamber.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Clerk will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BusH
in the chair). Without objection, it is
so0 ordered.

Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the conference report.

Mr., ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
understand that it is agreeable to the
distinguished Senator from Utah [Mr.
Warkins] that action on the conference
report be deferred at present, until the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Mown-
RONEY] can be in the Chamber. I ask
unanimous consent, therefore, that the
report be temporarily laid aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the report will be temporarily
laid aside.

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY
ACT OF 1946

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3690) to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for
other purposes.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, on a
number of occasions during the course
of the debate the word “socialism” has
been used in connection with the activ=
ities of the Tennessee Valley Authority.
The proponents of that philosophy have
challenged such an application of the
word. In the prairie country, whence
the junior Senator from Nebraska hails,
we have a rather quaint custom of refer=
ring to a volume known as Webster's
Dictionary when we have any doubt as
to the meaning or the application of a
word. I have followed that custom in
this connection and have referred to the
Senate’s own copy of Webster’s Diction-
ary, which I take it is the last authority
on the floor of this body as to the mean-
ing of words. Webster's definition of
“socialism” is as follows:

A political and economic theory of social
organization based on collective or govern=-
ment ownership and democratic manage=-

ment of the essential means for the produc=
tion and distribution of goods.
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I submit that if that is not an accurate
definition of the activities of the TVA,
then the late Noah Webster should per-
haps be recalled fo write a new one.

While the eminent and learned Noah
is universally known as a leading author-
ity on lexicology, few people have re-
ferred to him as a prophet. But what
marvelous foresight, what amazing fore-
sight he had when he wrote into his defi-
nition of the word “socialism” the two
words “democratic management,” al-
though the printer failed to print
“democratic” with a capital “D.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Ervin], in the nature of a
substitute, to the amendment of the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON].

Mr. HILL obtained the floor.

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. MTr. President,
will the Senator from Alabama yield to
permit me to insert a statement relative
to a colloguy on the floor yesterday about
the ability of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission to construct powerplants?

Mr, HILL. Mr. President, with the
understanding that I shall not lose my
right to the floor, I shall be glad to yield
to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I shall not
take the Senator’s time to read the state-
ment; I shall merely ask to have it
printed in the REcorbp.

Mr. HILL. With the understanding
that I do not lose my right to the floor, I
shall be glad to yield to the distinguished
vice chairman of the Joint Committee,
so that he may make an insertion in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. I thank the
Senator from Alabama.

Mr. President, yesterday a question
arose as to whether the Atomic Energy
Commission has authority under the bill
to construct substantial atomic power-
plants. In general, the idea was dis=
cussed that under the research and de-
velopment provisions of the bill the
Commission did have such authority. I
agreed to place in the RECOrRp a more
formal statement, pointing out that au-
thority. Therefore, I ask unanimous
consent to have the statement printed
at this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

A problem has been raised several times
in our discussions on 8. 8690 which I feel
must be clarified. It has been asked whether
or not the Atomic Energy Commission is
authorized by this bill to construct large
experimental or demonstration atomic
pnwerplants capnbla of produclng economi-
cally competitive and commercially usable
electricity. The answer to this question is
clearly In the affirmative.

Section 31 (a) (4) on page 18, line 12, of
the bill authorizes the Commission to make
arrangements for the conduct of research and
development activities relating to the utiliza-
tion of special nuclear material for industrial
uses. Section 32, on page 19, line 13, also
authorizes the Commission to conduct these
same activities in its own facilities.

The term “research and development” is
defined in section 11 (q), on page 8, line 18,
to include the extension of investigative
findings into practical application for dem-
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onstration purposes, including the experi-
mental production and testing of models,
devices, equipment, materials, and process=-
ing.

I have intentionally omitted certaln inter-
vening language in each of these citations
in order to clarify my reading of them.

One of the purposes of the act in section
3-a on page 4, line 3, is for the conduct of
a program of research and development in
order to encourage maximum scientific and
industrial progress. I belleve the Commis-
slon clearly has the authority under section
31 and section 32 to carry out this purpose.

The Atomic Energy Commission now has
underway a 5-year program directed at solv-
ing some of the basic problems involved in
the development of economic atomic power.
It is unlikely that any of the plants bullt
under this 5-year program will in fact pro-
duce competitive economic power, but it is
also a fact that the Government and the
Commission are committed to the continua-
tion of the construction of whatever plants
prove to be advisable in order to provide the
necessary demonstration of economic practi-
cability. Research and development in the
atomic energy business does not mean labo-
ratory work alone in the normal sense. I
would like to call the attention of my col-
leagues to the very expensive and compli-
cated experiments which have been con-
ducted in the Pacific in order to prove the
practicality of certain atomic and thermo-
nuclear weapon ideas. Many of the ad-
vances in the atomic art which are essential
to our progress cannot be proved except on
a major scale. I do not believe that either
nuclear scientists or engineers would dispute
the contention that proof of economically
practical atomic power will have to be dem=-
onstrated and that that demonstration will
constitute an experiment.

It is not probable that any atomic power-
plant can be constructed in the next decade
which will not be essentially experimental.
Any electric power produced by such plants
built by the Commission will in fact be by-
product energy as defined under section 44.
That energy is byproduct in the sense that
it is incidental to the experiment. The ex-
periment in these cases will be designed to
contribute to the success and economic op-
eration of large plants capable of direct
adaptation for industrial and commercial
use. The energy itself is closely interwoven
with the nature of the experiment, but the
emphasis throughout this program is on the
development aspect of the effort.

The Atomic Energy Commission is basi-
cally a development and regulatory agency.
The only production that it does is in con-
nection with weapons. There are other Fed-
eral agencies which historically have been
producers of electric power and distributors
of electric power on a commercial scale. If
these agencies under authority of the Con-
gress should find it desirable to produce
electricity from atomic energy, there is
nothing in this bill, which prohibits them
from doing so. Whenever commercial feasi-
bility has been demonstrated, these Federal
and other public agencies are certainly not
barred by the bill from seeking and obtain-
ing licenses to construct and operate
atomic powerplants.

It has been suggested that the limitation
on authority contained in section 261, on
page 102 of the bill, in some way deprives the
Commission of authority to build such ex-
perimental and demonstration atomic pow-
erplants. This is not the intention of this
section. This limitation has become almost
standard practice to prevent large Govern-
ment agencies from starting major construc-
tion projects without the specific authority
of the Congress. The authorizing procedure
as a preliminary to appropriations is one
with which we are all familiar,

The authority contained in S. 3690 per=-
mitting the Commission to build and oper-
ate atomic powerplants arises from the re-
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search and development provislons of the
bill.

Any projects for atomic powerplant con-
struction and operation by the Commission,
either singly or jointly in participation ar-
rangements with others, must be primarily
for research and development purposes.

Varying amounts of energy may be gener-
ated by such projects. Section 44 authorizes
the Commission to dispose of this byproduct
power which would be, in fact, incidental to
the research and development objective, but
it is not the intention of the framers of this
legislation to turn the Commission info a
federally sponsored, commercial electric
power generating agency.

This is not a power bill. This is a bill to
advance research and development in aid of
the art of making atomic machines—or of
using atomic fuel—for the generation of
power.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. Casel yesterday raised a question
as to whether the Atomic Energy Com-
mission could, in fact, accept without
payment—that is, accept as a gift or a
transfer, without having to purchase—
certain property located in South Da-
kota, near some of the hydroelectric op-
erations which the Government has in-
stalled. I advised the Senator that I
would attempt to get an answer.

I have learned that the answer is that
if the Atomic Energy Commission does
not have to pay for the installations
which it receives from another branch
of the Government, it can accept them
as a donation or a gift or a transfer.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in my remarks, a
memorandum I have received from Mr,
George Norris, Jr., counsel to the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

JuLry 19, 1954,
Memorandum from George Norris, Jr.

Mr. Hal Price, AEC, called this afternoon
to tell me that under section 12 a. (7) the
Commission has the authority to acquire
any real property. Under section 202 of the
Federal Property and Administrative Services
Act, another Government agency can trans-
fer to the Commission through the General
Services Administration excess property that
it owns, including real property.

This is the method of transfer that has
been commonly used by the Commission in
acquiring lands from other agencles.

The Commission would have to receive
congressional approval, under section 261 of
the bill, for such transfer if appropriations
are needed for the land and when appro-
priations are needed to build the special
buildings which would be needed for any
new facility.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Alabama has the floor.

Mr. HILL. With the understanding
that I do not lose the floor, I shall be
glad to yield to the Senator from South
Dakota, to permit him to ask a question
of the Senator from Iowa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CASE. I wish to ask the distin-
guished Senator from Iowa if this in-
formation does not largely confirm our
colloquy of yesterday, to the effect that
if the Army engineers declare property
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to be excess to their needs, and make it
available to the General Services Ad-
ministration, the property can be trans-
ferred to the Atomic Energy Commission,
and the Commission can receive it if no
cost is involved in the transfer,

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The answer,
as I have been advised by counsel to the
committee, is, Yes, that could be done.

Mr. CASE. I appreciate the Senator’s
statement.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I thank the
Senator from Alabama.

Mr. HILL. It has been a pleasure to
yield to the distinguished Senator from
Iowa.

Mr. President, I understand that the
distinguished Senator from Utah is now
ready to proceed with the conference
report which he presented to the Senate
a short time ago, but which was tem-
porarily laid aside. I ask unanimous
consent that I may yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Utah for the pur-
pose of proceeding with the conference
Eeport, without losing my right to the

oor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
that understanding, it is so ordered.

TRANSFER OF HEALTH FACILITIES
FOR INDIANS TO PUBLIC HEALTH
SERVICE—CONFERENCE REFORT

Mr, WATKINS. Mr. President, what
is the parliamentary situation with re-
gard to the conference report on the bill
(H. R. 303) to transfer the maintenance
and operation of hospital and health fa-
cilities for Indians to the Public Health
Service, and for other purposes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the request of the Senator
from Utah to proceed to the considera-
tion of the conference report. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I rise to
object to the acceptance of the confer-
ence report. As amended by the Senate,
H. R. 303 had become less objectionable
than it was in the form in which it was
passed by the House. However, in con-
ference substantial deletions and impair-
ments of the provisions of the bill as
passed by the Senate were made, with
the result that in its present form the
bill is but little better than as passed by
the House.

Mr. President, H. R. 303 has been pre-
sented by its sponsors as legislation
which will save money. I do not agree
with that suggestion, and the Director
of the Bureau of the Budget does not
agree with it. Therefore, the Budget
Bureau opposed the passage of the bill.

H. R. 303 was presented as a measure
to improve the health services provided
to the people affected, to wit, the Ameri-
can Indians. Yet the bill is strenuously
opposed by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare. It is the opin-
ion of the senior Senator from Oklahoma
that it will result in impaired service
rather than in improved service.

H. R. 303 was presented as a measure
for the benefit of Indians. ¥Yet in Okla-
homa, where one-third of all American
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Indians reside, the opposition to the bill
is practically unanimous by the people
for whom it was purportedly introduced
and in whose interest it was sought to be
passed. The hill is opposed not only by
those who would be served by it, but by
those who would render service under it.

As I interpret H. R. 303, it is the result
of the desire of a limited minority to
impose their will upon the great ma-
jority.

Therefore, Mr. President, on any basis
of consideration, the conference report
should not be approved, and the Senate
should stand firm in its purpose not to
accept it unless the House accepts the
amendment adopted by the Senate
when it passed H. R. 303.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, Iam
greatly disappointed in learning that one
protective feature which was written into
the bill when it was before the Senate,
namely, the amendment by the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. Stennis], has been
largely nullified in the conference.

The bill, which purports to turn over
the administration of the Indian hos-
pitals of the Nation to the Public Health
Service, will be used, we fear, mainly for
the purpose of liquidating the Indian
hospital service as we have known it
through the years.

Granted that the Indian hospital serv-
ice has not been of the high character
we would have liked to see, granted that
it was not so complete or so well staffed
with competent physicians as was to be
desired, the fault did not rest on the
Indian Service, but in the halls of Con-
gress. Congress consistently failed to
vote funds to bring the hospitals up to
date and to stafl them with proper med-
ical officers.

In the amendment to the bill offered
in the Senate by the Senator from Mis-
sissippi, a safeguard was provided against
the unwise and wholesale liquidation of
the Indian hospitals. Such hospitals are
located in the backwoods of the coun-
try, where most of the Indians, particu-
larly those of Oklahoma and of the Mid-
west, were driven as the white settlers
came into the Territories and took over
the lands which the Indians once owned
in fee. '

We are fearful that the present Indian
hospitals, which have been looked upon
as insufficient, as too small, and as not
meeting modern hospital standards, will
be looked upon with disfavor, and that
we will see in a short time, under the
Public Health Service, the discontinu-
ance of the hospitals located where the
Indians reside, far away from metropol-
itan areas. We are fearful that the In-
dians will be told that they can no longer
have the 10-, 20-, or 50-bed hospitals
which serve a tribe or a number of
tribes at distances far removed from met-
ropolitan areas, and that they must go
to a metropolitan center, and be served
in a teaching hospital which is more
modern and proficient from a medical
standpoint.

Those who urge that course may be
correct in their analysis of the problem,
and the medical service that would be
provided in the metropolitan centers
may be far better than that available in
the small, remote hospitals, where the
Indians have been receiving their hos-
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pitalization. It has been a difficult task
through the years to get the Indians to
forget their local tribal medicine man, or
to abandon the primitive medication
that old-time chiefs and others have
devised, and to seek the medical service
which has been offered in the Indian
hospitals, The Indians will not go into
metropolitan centers. They are afraid
of them. They like to go to a place near
home. They like to go where other mem-
bers of the tribe have been, who can tell
them they have been there and that the
white man’s medicine was genuinely
healing medicine and they could safely
trust the doctor in the small hospital
located near their home.

We fear that the brand new fight with
public health medicine will cut loose the
advisory capacity of the Office of Indian
Affairs, which has been consistently
maintained up until very recent weeks.
The bill does split off the medical service
and turn it over to another agency, and
leaves the Office of Indian Affairs with
nothing whatever to say about the medi-
cal service, which is perhaps 50 percent
of the task of maintaining the welfare of
the Indians.

We find that all the tribes in Okla-
homa vigorously oppose the bill. They
are opposed to it because one by one they
have seen the pledges and the promises
made by the white man, as he has taken
over their land for various purposes—
pledges and promises to the Indians to
be kept as long as fire burns and water
runs—disappear, and the Indians are
fearful that under the bill being passed
today they will have none of the medical
care that is provided now in the far off
reaches of the States where Indians
reside.

We have been having conferences with
the medical authorities regarding this
measure. We have received some verbal
assurance that, in so far as possible
within the limitations of appropriations
and administrative difficulties, they will
try to maintain in the local areas the
same degree of medical service, and will
not try to consolidate in one metropolitan
location the services now being rendered
in the far-off reaches where the Indians
live. However, this measure does nof
contain any provision to carry out that
assurance.

In the amendment submitted by the
Senator from Mississippi there was a
provision that such a change could not
be made without tribal authority. How=-
ever, that provision regarding the con=-
sent of the Indians has now been watered
down; and once the bill becomes opera-
tive in 1955, the Indians’ pleas or advice
will not be considered, and they will be
cast adrift, on the good mercy of the
Public Health Service, for it to decide
whether their traditional hospitals will
be kept open or will be closed. If they
are closed, the Indians will then have to
seek such service elsewhere.

I agree with my distinguished colleague
that the change will not save money. In
fact, it will cost more money than the
present plan costs. I fear the change
will result in less medical service than
the Indians are receiving today, and I
believe that fewer and fewer Indians will
avail themselves of the promises tradi-
tionally made to them in treaties,
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namely, that the white people will pro-
tect the best interests of the Indians.

Mr. President, for these reasons I still
feel this measure is a bad one for the
Indians and is a bad one for the tax-
payers. I do not believe this measure
will achieve the end results the sponsors
of the bill urged as a reason for its
passage.

I wish the Senate would send the bill
to a further conference, and would insist
upon the inclusion, verbatim, in the
form in which the Senate passed it, of
the amendment of the distinguished
junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
StENNis]. That would at least give the
Indians some protection from the loss
of their present hospital facilities.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Utah yield for a question?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. CASE. I should like to ask the
distinguished Senator from Utah, the
chairman of the committee having
charge of this measure, about a tubercu-
lar sanatorium known as the Sioux San-
atorium, at Rapid City, S. Dak., That
sanatorium serves a number of tribes,
and provides facilities for the treatment
of tuberculosis. Obviously, no individual
tribe could be consulted regarding the
continuation of that hospital; no par-
ticular tribe would be able to express the
sentiment of all the other tribes.

In the opinion of the able Senator
from Utah, would such a hospital be
closed, under the operation of this
measure?

Mr, WATKINS. Icannotsay what the
Public Health Service may do after the
bill goes into effect, and beyond July 1,
1956. But my judgment is that the
sanatorium would not be closed, pro-
vided, of course, it is serving a large
number of persons and is really accom-
plishing the objectives for which it was
instituted.

Mr. CASE. This hospital provides fa-
cilities for the treatment of tubercular
patients among the Indians of 8 differ-
ent reservations, with a population in
excess of 30,000. So I trust that the
assurance of the Senator from Utah will
be effective, and will insure the mainte-
nance and operation of the hospital as
long as there are any patients who
need it.

Mr. WATKINS. That is my judgment.
Of course, I cannot speak for the Public
Health Service.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Utah yield briefly to me?

Mr, WATKINS. 1Iyield for a question.

Mr. STENNIS. First, Mr. President, I
wish to thank the chairman of the com-
mittee for his consideration of the prob-
lem which was presented by the amend-
ment I offered to the Senate, although
the conference committee has left in the
bill only a remnant of the amendment.
Nevertheless, I know the chairman of the
committee had some personal interest in
the problem which was presented by
means of the amendment, and again I
wish to say that I regret that the final
form of the amendment will not offer
protection to the Choctaw Indians that
the amendment as submitted would have
offered.

I realize that this measure probably
will become law; and again I wish to ex-
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press the very strong hope that the group
of Choctaw Indians at Philadelphia,
Miss., and in the surrounding area, to
which this hospital has meant so much,
will continue to have the benefit of its
very fine medical services, because unless
those Indians do have access to a facility
of this kind, they will not be inclined to
go to other hospitals. They like to keep
to themselves. A great number of them
cannot speak English.

If this measure becomes law, I hope
those charged with the responsibility
will look with great favor and great gen-
erosity upon preserving the fine little
hospital there, for the 3,000, 3,500, or
4,000 Choctaw Indians.

I thank the Senator from Utah.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I
should like to observe that this measure
was endorsed by practically all the medi-
cal associations of the United States in-
terested in this problem; and the con-
ferees were unanimous in their approval
of the report.

Mr. President, I do not care to repeat
the argument that previously was made
at considerable length. I now submit
the matter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the report.

The report was agreed to.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
should like to have the Recorp show that
both the senior Senator from Oklahoma,
[Mr. Kerr] and the junior Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. MonroNEY ] voted in op=-
position to approval of the conference
report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
REecorp will so show.

ACCEPTANCE OF CONDITIONAL
GIFTS TO FURTHER DEFENSE
EFFORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate the amendment of the House
of Representatives to the bill (S. 3197)
to authorize the acceptance of condi-
tional gifts to further the defense effort,
which was, on page 1, line 11, strike
out “partciular” and insert “particular.”

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
have taken up this matter with the act-
ing minority leader. The Senate passed
Senate hill 3197, to authorize the ac-
ceptance of conditional gifts to further
the defense effort; but in the bill as
passed by the Senate, there was a mis-
spelling of the word “particular.” The
amendment of the House is only for the
purpose of correcting the spelling of that
one word.

Mr. President, I move that the Senate
concur in the amendment of the House
of Representatives,

The motion was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OF MINERAL LEASING
LAWS AND MINING LAWS RELAT-
ING TO MULTIPLE-MINERAL DE-
VELOPMENT
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before

the Senate the amendment of the House

of Representatives to the bill (S. 3344)

to amend the mineral leasing laws and

the mining laws to provide for multiple-
mineral development of the same tracts
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of the public lands, and for other pur-
poses, which was, to strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert:

That, (a) subject to the conditions and
provisions of this act and to any valid in-
tervening rights acquired under the laws of
the United States, any mining claim located
under the mining laws of the United States
subsequent to July 31, 1939, and prior to
February 10, 1954, on lands of the United
States, which at the time of location were—

(1) included in a permit or lease issued
under the mineral leasing laws; or

(2) covered by an application or offer for
a permit or lease which had been filed under
the mineral leasing laws; or

(3) known to be valuable for minerals sub-
Ject to disposition under the mineral leasing
laws,

shall be effective to the same extent in all
respects as if such lands at the time of loca-
tion, and at all times thereafter, had not
been so included or covered or known: Pro=-
vided, however, That, in order to be entitled
to the benefits of this act, the owner of any
such mining claim located prior to January
1, 1853, must have posted and filed for record,
within the time allowed by the provisions
of the act of August 12, 1953 (67 Stat. 539),
an amended notice of location as to such
mining claim, stating that such notice was
filed pursuant to the provisions of sald act
of August 12, 1953, and for the purpose of
obtaining the benefits thereof: And provided
Jurther, That in order to obtain the benefits
of this act, the owner of any such mining
claim located subsequent to December 31,
1952, and prior to February 10, 1854, not
later than 120 days after the date of enact-
ment of this act, must post on such claim
in the manner required for posting notice
of location of mining claims and file for
record in the office where the notice or cer-
tificate of location of such claim is of record
an amended notice of location for such claim,
stating that such notice is filed pursuant
to the provisions of this Act and for the
purpose of obtaining the benefits thereof
and, within said 120-day period, if such own-
er shall have filed a uranium lease applica-
tion as to the tract covered by such mining
claim, must file with the Atomic Energy
Commission a withdrawal of such uranium
lease application or, if a uranium lease shall
have issued pursuant thereto, a release of
such lease, and must record a notice of the
filing of such withdrawal or release in the
county office wherein such notice or certifi-
cate of location shall have been filed for
record.

(b) Labor performed or improvements
made after the original location of and upon
or for the benefit of any mining claim which
shall be entitled to the benefits of this act
under the provisions of subsection (a) of this
section 1, shall be recognized as applicable
to such mining claim for all purposes to the
same extent as if the validity of such mining
claim were in no respect dependent upon
the provisions of this act.

(c) As to any land covered by any mining
claim which is entitled to the benefits of
this act under the provisions of subsection
(a) of this section 1, any withdrawal or
reservation of lands made after the original
location of such mining claim is hereby
modified and amended so that the effect
thereof upon such mining claim shall be the
same as if such mining claim had been lo-
cated upon lands of the United States which,
subsequent to July 31, 1939, and prior to the
date of such withdrawal or reservation, were
subject to location under the mining laws
of the United States.

Sec. 2, (a) If any mining claim which
ghall have been located subsequent to De-
cember 31, 1952, and prior to December 11,
1953, and which shall be entitled to the

benefits of this act, shall cover any lands
embraced within any mining claim which
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ghall have been located prior to January 1,
1953, and which shall be entitled to the
benefits of this act, then as to such area of
conflict said mining claim so located sub-
sequent to December 381, 1952, shall be
deemed to have been located December 11,
1963.

(b) If any mining claim hereafter located
shall cover any lands embraced within any
mining claim which shall have been located
prior to February 10, 1954, and which shall
be entitled to the benefits of this act, then as
to such area of conflict sald mining claim
hereafter located shall be deemed to have
been located 121 days after the enactment of
this act.

Sec. 3. (a) Subject to the conditlons and
provisions of this act and to any valid prior
rights acquired under the laws of the United
States, the owner of any pending uranium
lease application or of any uranium lease
shall have, for a period of 120 days after
the date of enactment of this act, as limited
in subsection (b) of this section 3, the right
to locate mining claims upon the lands
covered by sald application or lease.

(b) Any rights under any such mining
claim so hereafter located pursuant to the
provisions of subsection (a) of this section
3 shall be subject to any rights of the owner
of any mining claim which was located prior
to February 10, 1954, and which was valid at
the date of the enactment of this act or
which may acquire validity under the pro-
visions of this act. As to any lands covered
by a uranium lease and also by a pending
uranium lease application, the right of min-
ing location under this section 3, as between
the owner of said lease and the owner of said
application, shall be deemed as to such con-
flict area to be vested in the owner of sald
lease. As to any lands embraced in more
than one such pending uranium lease ap-
plication, such right of mining location, as
between the owners of such conflicting ap-
plications, shall be deemed to be vested in
the owner of the prior application. Priority
of such an application shall be determined
by the time of posting on a tract then avail-
able for such leasing of a notice of lease ap-
plication In accordance with paragraph (c)
of the Atomic Energy Commission’s Domestic
Uranium Program Circular 7 (10 C. F. R. 60.7
(c)) provided there shall have been timely
compliance with the other provisions of said
paragraph (c¢) or, if there shall not have been
such timely compliance, then by the time of
the filing of the uranium lease application
with the Atomic Energy Commission. Any
rights under any mining claim located under
the provisions of this section 3 shall termi-
nate at the expiration of 30 days after the
filing for record of the notice or certificate
of location of such mining claim wunless,
within said 30-day period, the owner of the
uranium lease application or uranium lease
upon which the location of such mining
claim was predicated shall have filed with the
Atomic Energy Commission a withdrawal of
said application or a release of said lease and
shall have recorded a notice of the filing of
such withdrawal or release in the county
office wherein such notice or certificate of
location shall be of record.

(c) Except as otherwise provided in sub-
sections (a) and (b) of this section 3, no
mining claim hereafter located shall be valid
as to any lands which at the time of such
location were covered by a uranium lease ap-
plication or a uranium lease. Any tract
upon which a notice of lease application has
been posted in accordance with saild para-
graph (c) of said Circular 7 shall be deemed
to have been included in a uranium lease
application from and after the time of the
posting of such notice of lease application:
Provided, That there shall have been timely
compliance with the other provisions of said
paragraph (¢) or, if there shall not have
been such timely compliance, then from and
after the time of the filing of a uranium
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lease application with the Atomic Energy
Commission.

Sec. 4. Every mining claim or millsite
hereafter located under the mining laws of
the United States and every mining claim
or millsite heretofore so located which shall
be entitled to benefits under the first three
sections of this act shall be subject to a
reservation to the United States of all Leas-
ing Act minerals and of the right (as limited
in sec. 6 hereof) of the United States,
its lessees, permittees, and licensees to enter
upon the land covered by such mining claim
or millsite and to prospect for, drill for,
mine, treat, store, transport, and remove
Leasing Act minerals and to use so much of
the surface and subsurface of such mining
claim or millsite as may be necessary for
such purposes, and whenever reasonably
necessary, for the purpose of prospecting
for, drilling for, mining, treating, storing,
transporting, and removing Leasing Act
minerals on and from other lands; and any
patent issued for any such mining claim or
millsite and contain such reservation: Pro-
vided, however, That such reservation con-
tained in the patent shall apply only to the
lands included in said mining claim which,
at the time of the issuance of such patent

(a) included in a permit or lease under
the mineral leasing laws; or

{b) covered by an applicaiton or offer for
a permit or lease filed under the mineral
leasing laws; or

(c) known to be valuable for minerals
subject to disposition under the mineral
leasing laws.

Bzc. 5. Bubject to the conditions and pro-
visions of this act, mining claims and mill-
sites may hereafter be located under the
mining laws of the United States on lands
of the United States which at the time of
location are—

(a) included in a permit or lease issued
under the mineral leasing laws; or

(b) covered by an application or offer for
a permit or lease filed under the mineral
leasing laws; or

(c) known to be valuable for minerals
subjeet to disposition under the mineral
leasing laws;

to the same extent in all respects as If such
lands were not so included or covered or
known.

£Ec. 6. (a) Where the same lands are being
utilized for mining operations and Leasing
Act operations, each of such operations shall
be conducted, so far as reasonably practi-
cable, in a manner compatible with such
multiple use.

(b) Any mining operations pursuant to
rights under any unpatented or patented
mining claim or millsite which shall be sub-
ject to a reservation to the United States of
Leasing Act minerals as provided in this act,
shall be conducted, so far as reasonably
practicable, in & manner which will avoid
damage to any known deposit of any Leas-
ing Act mineral. Subject to the provisions
of subsection (d) of this section 6, mining
operations shall be so conducted as not to
endanger or materially interfere with any
existing surface or underground improve-
ments, workings, or facilities which may
have been made for the purpose of Leasing
Act operations, or with the utilization of
such improvements, workings, or facilities.

(c) Any Leasing Act operations on lands
covered by an unpatented or patented min-
ing claim or millsite which shall be subject
to a reservation to the United States of Leas-
ing Act minerals as provided in this act, shall
be conducted, so far as reasonably practi-
cable, in a manner which will avoid damage
to any known deposit of any mineral not so
reserved from such mining claim or mill-
site. Subject to the provisions of subsection
(d) of this section 6, Leasing Act operations
ehall be so conducted as not to endanger or
materially interfere with any existing sur-
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face or underground improvements, work-
ings, or facilities which may have been made
for the purpose of mining operations, or with
the utilization of such improvements, work-
ings, or facilities.

(d) If, upon petition of either the mining
operator or the Leasing Act operator, any
court of competent jurisdiction shall find
that a particular use in connection with one
of such operations cannot be reasonably and
properly conducted without endangering or
materially interfering with the then exist-
ing improvements, workings, or facilities of
the other of such operations or with the
utilization thereof, and shall find that under
the conditions and circumstances, as they
then appear, the injury or damage which
would result from denial of such particular
use would outweigh the injury or damage
which would result to such then existing
improvements, workings, or facilities or from
interference with the utilization thereof if
that particular use were allowed, then in
such event such court may permit such use
upon payment (or upon furnishing of se-
curity determined by the court to be ade-
quate to secure payment) to the party or
parties who would be thus injured or dam-
aged, of an amount to be fixed by the court
as constituting fair compensation for the
then reasonably contemplated injury or
damage which would result to such then
existing improvements, workings, or facill-
ties or from interference with the utilization
thereof by reason of the allowance of such
particular use.

{e) Where the same lands are heing
utilized for mining operations and Leasing
Act operations, then upon request of the
party conducting either of sald operations,
the party conducting the other of sald op-
erations shall furnish to and at the expense
of such requesting party copies of any in-
formation which said other party may have,
as to the situs of any improvements, work=-
ings, or facilities theretofore made upon such
lands, and upon like request, shall permit
such requesting party, at the risk of such
requesting party, to have access at reason-
able times to any such improvements, work-
ings, or facilities for the purpose of survey-
ing and checking or determining the situs
thereof. If damage to or material inter-
ference with a party’s improvements, work-
ings, facilities, or with the utilization thereof
shall result from such party’s failure, after
request, to so furnish to the requesting party
such information or from denial of such ac-
cess, such failure or denial shall relieve the
requesting party of any liability for the dam-
age or interference resulting by reason of
such failure or denial. Fallure of a party
to furnish requested information or access
shall not impose upon such party any lia-
bility to the requesting party other than for
such costs of court and attorney’s fees as
may be allowed to the requesting party in
enforcing by court action the obligations of
this section as to the furnishing of informa-
tion and access. The obligation hereunder
of any party to furnish requested informa-
tion shall be limited to map and survey in-
formation then available to such party with
respect to the situs of improvements, work-
ings, and facilities and the furnishing thereof
shall not be deemed to constitute any repre-
sentation as to the accuracy of such informa-
tion.

SEc. 7. (a) Any applicant, offeror, per-
mittee, or lessee under the mineral leasing
laws may file in the office of the Secretary
of the Interior, or in such office as the Sec-
retary may designate, a request for publi-
cation of notice of such application, offer,
permit, or lease, provided, expressly, that
not less than 90 days prior to the filing of
such request for publication there shall
have been filed for record in the county Office
of Record for the county in which the lands
covered thereby are situate a notice of the
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filing of such application or offer or of the is-
suance of such permit or lease which notice
shall set forth the date of such filing or is-
suance, the name and address of the appli-
cant, offeror, permittee, or lessee and the
description of the lands covered by such
application, offer, permit, or lease, showing
section or sections of land surveyed, or, if
such lands are unsurveyed, the section or
sections of land which would probably be
involved when the public lands surveyed are
extended to such lands, or a tie by courses
and distances to an approved United States
Mineral Monument. The filing of such re-
quest for publication shall be accompanied
by a certified copy of such recorded notice
and an affidavit or affidavits of a person or
persons over 21 years of age setting forth
that the afiant or affiants have examined the
lands involved in a reasonable effort to as-
certain whether any person or persons were
in possession of or engaged in the working of
such lands or any part thereof, and, if no
person or persons were found to be in pos-
session of or engaged in the working of said
lands or any part thereof on the date of
such examination, setting forth such fact, or,
if any person or persons were so found to
be in possession or engaged in such working
on the date of such examination, setting
forth the name and address of each such
person, unless affiant shall have been unable
through reasonable inquiry to obtain infor-
mation as to the name and address of any
such person, in which event the affidavit
shall set forth fully the nature and results
of such inquiry.

Thereupon the Secretary of the Interior,
or his designated representative, at the ex-
pense of the requesting person (who, prior
to the commencement of publication, must
furnish the agreement of the publisher to
hold such requesting person alone responsi-
ble for charges of publication), shall cause
notice of such application, offer, permit, or
lease to be published in a newspaper hav-
ing general circulation in the county in
which the lands involved are situate.

Such notice shall describe the lands cov-
ered by such application, offer, permit, or
lease, as provided heretofore in the notice
to be filed in the office of record of the
county in which the lands covered are sit=-
uate, and shall notify whomever it may con-
cern that if any person claiming or assert-
ing under, or by virtue of, any unpatented
mining claim, any right or interest in Leas-
ing Act minerals as to such lands or any part
thereof, shall fail to file in the office where
such request for publication was filed
(which office shall be specified in such no-
tice) and within 150 days from the date of
the first publication of such notice (which
date shall be specified in such notice), a
verified statement which shall set forth, as
to such unpatented mining claim:

(1) The date of location;

(2) The book and page of recordation of
the notice or certificate of location;

(3) The section or sections of the public-
land surveys which embrace such mining
claim; or if such lands are unsurveyed, either
the section or sections which would probably
embrace such mining claim when the public
land surveys are extended to such lands or
a tie by courses and distances to an ap-
proved United States mineral monument;

(4) Whether such claimant is a locator
or purchaser under such location; and

(5) The name and address of such claim-
ant and names and addresses so far as known
to the claimant of any other person or per-
sons claiming any interest or interests in or
under such unpatented mining claim;
such fallure shall be conclusively deemed
(1) to constitute a waiver and relinquish-
ment by such mining claimant of any and
all right, title, and interest under such min-
ing claim as to, but only as to, Leasing Act
minerals, and (ii) to constitute a consent
by such mining claimant that such mining
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claim and any patent issued therefor, shall
be subject to the reservation specified in
section 4 of this act, and (ili) to preclude
thereafter any assertion by such mining
claimant of any right or title to or interest
in any Leasing Act mineral by reason of such
mining eclaim.

If such notice is published in a daily paper,
it shall be published in the Wednesday issue
for nine consecutive weeks, or, if in a weekly
paper, in nine consecutive issues, or, if in
a semiweekly or triweekly paper, in the issue
of the same day of each week for nine con-
secutive weeks.

‘Within 15 days after the date of first publi-
cation of such notice, the person requesting
such publication (1) shall cause a copy of
such notice to be personally delivered to or
to be sent by registered malil addressed to
each person in possession or engaged in the
working of the land whose name and address
is shown by an aflidavit filed as aforesaid,
and to each person who may have filed, as to
any lands described in saild notice, a request
for notices, as provided in subsection (d) of
this section 7, and (2) shall file in the office
where said request for publicatlon was filed
an afidavit showing that copies have been
80 delivered or mailed.

(b) If any claimant under any unpatented
mining claim which embraces any of the
lands described in any notice published in
accordance with the provisions of subsection
(a) of this section 7 shall fail to file a veri-
fied statement, as above provided, within
150 days from the date of the first publica-
tion of such notice, such failure shall be
conclusively deemed, except as otherwise pro-
vided in subsection (e) of this section 7, (i)
to constitute a waiver and relinquishment
by such mining claimant of any and all right,
title, and interest under such mining claim
as to, but only as to, Leasing Act minerals,
and (il) to constitute a consent by such
mining claimant that such mining claim
and any patent issued therefor, shall be sub-
ject to the reservation specified in section 4
of this act, and (iii) to preclude thereafter
any assertion by such mining claimant of
any right or title to or interest in any Leas-
ing Act mineral by reason of such mining
claim,

(c) If any verified statement shall be filed
by a mining claimant as provided in sub-
section (a) of this section 7, then the Secre-
tary of the Interior or his designated repre-
sentative shall fix a time and place for a
hearing to determine the validity and etfec-
tiveness of the mining claimant’s asserted
right or interest in Leasing Act minerals,
which place of hearing shall be in the county
where said interest or part of it is located,
unless the mining claimant agrees other-
wise. The procedures with respect to notice
of such a hearing and the conduct thereof,
and in respect to appeals shall follow the
then established general procedures and
rules of practice of the Department of the
Interior in respect to contests or protests
affecting public lands of the United States.
If, pursuant to such a hearing the final de-
cision rendered shall affirm the validity and
effectiveness of any mining claim as to Leas-
ing Act minerals then no subsequent pro-
ceeding under section 7 of this act shall have
any force or effect upon any rights or inter-
ests under the said so affirmed mining claim.
If at any time prior to a hearing the person
requesting publication of notice and any
person filing a verified statement pursuant
to such notice shall so stipulate, then to the
extent so stipulated, but only to such ex-
tent, no hearing shall be held with respect
to rights asserted under that verified state-
ment, and to the extent defined by the stip-
ulation the rights asserted under that
verified statement shall be deemed to be
unaffected by that particular published
notice.

(d) Any person claiming any right in
Leasing Act minerals under or by virtue of
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any unpatented mining claim and desiring
to receive a copy of any notice of any ap-
plication, offer, permit, or lease which may
be published as above provided in subsection
(a) of this section 7 and which may affect
lands embraced in such mining claim, may
cause to be filed for record in the county
office of record where the notice or certifi-
cate of location of such mining claim shall
have been recorded, a duly acknowledged
request for a copy of any such notice. Such
request for copies shall set forth the name
and address of the person requesting copies
and shall also set forth, as to each mining
claim under which such person asserts rights
in Leasing Act minerals:

(1) the date of location;

(2) the book and page of the recordation
of the notice or certificate of location; and

(3) the section or sections of the public
land surveys which embrace such mining
claim; or if such lands are unsurveyed,
either the section or sections which would
probably embrace such mining claim when
the public land surveys are extended to such
lands or a tle by courses and distances to
an approved United States mineral monu-
ment.

Other than in respect to the requirements of
subsection (a) of this section 7 as to per-
sonal delivery or malling of copies of no-
tices and in respect to the provisions of sub-
section (e) of this section 7, no such request
for copies of published notices and no state-
ment or allegation in such request and no
recordation thereof shall affect title to any
mining claim or to any land, or be deemed
to constitute constructive notice to any per-
son that the person requesting coples has,
or claims, any right, title, or interest in or
under mining claim referred to in such
request.

(e) If any applicant, offeror, permittee, or
lessee shall fail to comply with the require=-
ments of subsection (a) of this section 7 as
to the personal delivery or mailing of a copy
of notice to any person, the publication of
such notice shall be deemed wholly in-
effectual as to that person or as to the rights
asserted by that person and the failure of
that person to file a verified statement, as
provided in such notice, shall in no manner
affect, diminish, prejudice, or bar any rights
of that person.

SEec. B. The owner or owners of any mining
claim heretofore located may, at any time
prior to issuance of patent therefor, waive
and relinquish all rights thereunder to Leas-
ing Act minerals. The execution and
acknowledgment of such a walver and re-
linquishment by such owner or owners and
the recordation thereof in the office where
the notice or certificate of location of such
mining claim is of record shall render such
mining claim thereafter subject to the reser-
vation referred to in section 4 of this act
and any patent issued therefor shall contain
such a reservation, but no such waiver or
relinquishment shall be deemed in any
manner to constitute any concession as to the
date of priority of rights under said mining
claim or as to the valldity thereof.

Sec. 9. The Atomic Energy Act is hereby
amended as follows:

(a) Section 5 (b) (5) is revised to read:

(5) Acquisition: The Commission is au-
thorized, to the extent it deems necessary to
effectuate the provisions of this act, to pur-
chase, take, requisition, condemn, or other-
wise acquire—

(A) supplies of source materials or any
interest in real property containing deposits
of source materials, and

(B) rights to enter upon any real property
deemed by it to have possibilities of con-
taining deposits of source materials and to
conduct prospecting and exploratory opera-
tions for such deposits.

Any purchase made under this paragraph
may be made without regard to the provi-
sions of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes
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(U. 8. C., title 41, sec. 5) upon certification
by the Commission that such action is neces=
sary in the interest of the common defense
and security, or upon a showing that ad-
vertising is not reasonably practicable, and
partial and advance payments may be made
thereunder. The Commission may establish
guaranteed prices for all source materials de-
livered to it within a specified time. Just
compensation shall be made for any property
or interest in property purchased, taken, re-
quisitioned, condemned, or otherwise ac-
quired under this paragraph.

(b) Section 5 (b) (6) is revised to read:

(6) Operations on lands belonging to the
United States: The Commission is au-
thorized, to the extent it deems necessary
to effectuate the provisions of this act, to
issue leases or permits for prospecting for,
exploration for, mining, or removal of de-
posits of source materials (or for any or all
of these purposes) in lands belonging to the
United States.

(¢) Section 5 (b) (7) is revised to read:

*(7) Public lands: No individual, corpo-
ration, partnership, or association, which had
any part, directly or indirectly, in the de-
velopment of the atomic bomb project, may
benefit by any location, entry, or settlement
upon the public domain made after such
individual, corporation, partnership, or asso-
ciation took part in such project, if such
individual, corporation, partnership, or asso-
ciation, by reason of having had such part
in the development of the atomic bomb
project, acquired confidential official infor-
mation as to the existence of deposits of
such as uranium, thorium, or other materials
in the specific lands upon which such loca-
tion, entry, or settlement is made, and sub-
sequent to the date of the enactment of
this act made such location, entry, or settle-
ment or caused the same to be made for
his, or its, or their benefit. In cases where
any patent, conveyance, lease, permit, or
other authorization has been issued, which
reserved to the United States source ma-
terials and the right to enter upon the land
and prospect for, mine, and remove the same,
the head of the department or agency which
issued the patent, conveyance, lease, permit,
or other authorization shall, on application
of the holder thereof, issue a new or sup-
plemental patent, conveyance, lease, per-
mit, or other authorization without such
reservation.”

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of the
Atomic Energy Act, and particularly sec-
tion 5 (b) T thereof, prior to its amend-
ment hereby, or the provisions of the act
of August 12, 1953 (67 Stat. 539), and par-
ticularly section 3 thereof, any mining claim,
heretofore located under the mining laws of
the United States, for, or based upon a dis-
covery of a mineral deposit which is a fis-
sionable source material and which, except
for the possible contrary construction of said
Atomic Energy Act, would have been locat-
able under such mining laws, shall, insofar
as adversely affected by such possible con-
trary construction, be valid and effective, in
all respects to the same extent as if said
mineral deposit were a locatable mineral
deposit other than a fissionable source
material.

SEC. 10. As used in this act “mineral-leas-
ing laws” shall mean the act of October 20,
1914 (38 Stat. 741); the act of February 25,
1920 (41 Stat. 437); the act of April 17,
1926 (44 Stat. 301); the act of February
7, 1927 (44 Stat. 1057); and all acts here-
tofore or hereafter enacted which are
amendatory of or supplementary to any of
the foregoing acts; leasing act minerals
shall mean all minerals which, upon the
effective date of this act, are provided in
the mineral-leasing laws to be disposed of
thereunder; le act operations shall
mean operations conducted under a lease,
permit, or license issued under the mineral-
leasing laws in or incidental to prospecting
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for, drilling for, mining, treating, storing,
transporting, or removing leasing-act min-
erals; mining operations shall mean oper-
ations under any unpatented or patented
mining claim or millsite in or incidental to
prospecting for, mining, treating, storing,
transporting, or removing minerals other
than leasing-act minerals and any other use
under any claim of right or title based upon
such mining claim or millsite; leasing-act
operator shall mean any party who shall
conduct leasing-act operations; mining
operator shall mean any party who shall
conduct mining cperations; Atomic Energy
Act shall mean the act of August 1, 1946
(60 Stat. 755), as amended: Atomic Energy
Commission shall mean the United States
Atomic Energy Commission established
under the Atomic Energy Act or any amend-
ments thereof; fissionable source material
shall mean uranium, thorium, and all other
materials referred to in section 5 (b) (1)
of the Atomic Energy Act as reserved or
to be reserved to the United States; uran-
ium lease application shall mean an ap-
plication for a uranium lease filed with said
Commission with respect to lands which
would be open for entry under the mining
laws except for their being lands embraced
within an offer, application, permit, or lease
under the mineral-leasing laws or lands
known to be valuable for minerals leasable
under those laws; uranium lease shall msan
a uranium-mining lease issued by said Com-
mission with respect to any such lands; and
person shall mean any individual, corpora-
tion, partnership, or other legal entity.

Sec. 11. If any provision of this act, or
the application of such provision to any

son or circumstances, is held unconsti-
tutional, invalid, or unenforcible, the re-
mainder of this act or the application of
such provision to persons or circumstances
other than laws to which it is held uncon-
stitutional, invalid, or unenforcible, shall
not be affected thereby.

Mr. CORDON. I move that the Sen-
ate disagree to the amendment of the
House, request a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that the Chair
appoint the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The motion was agreed to, and the
presiding officer appointed Mr. MILLIKIN,
Mr. WaATKINS, Mr. BARRETT, Mr. MURRAY,
and Mr. ANDERSON conferees on the part
of the Senate.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading
clerk, announced that the House had
passed, without amendment, the follow-
ing bills of the Senate:

8.95. An act for the relief of Mrs. Donka
Eourteva Dikova (Dikoff) and her son Nic-
ola Marin Dikoff;

S.98. An act for the relief of (Mrs.) Betty
Thornton or Jozsefne Toth;

8.102. An act for the relief of Francesco
Cracchiolo;

5.110. An act for the relief of Christopher
F. Jako;

S5.203. An act for the rellef of Yvonne
Linnea Colcord;

8.222. An act for the relief of Mrs. Dean
8. Roberts (nee Braun);

5.246. An act for the relief of Gerrit
Been;

S.267. An act for the relief of Pantelis
Morfessis;

5.278. An act for the rellef ot Szyga
(Saul) Morgenstern;

S.308. An act for the relief of Filolaos
Tsolakis and his wife, Vassiliki Tsolakis;

11027

S. 496. An act for the relief of Doctor Sam-
son Sol Flores and his wife, the former
Cecilia T. Tolentino;

5.552. An act for the relief of Anna
Urwice;

S.587. An act for the relief of Carlos For-
tich, Jr.;

8.661. An act for the relief of Nino Sa-
bino Di Michele;

8.790. An act for the relief of Irene J.
Halkis;

8. 794. An act for the relief of Paulus
Youhanna Benjamen;

5. T795. An act for the relief of Josef Radzi-
will;

S.830. An act for the relief of Samuel,
Agnes, and Sonya Lieberman;

S.841. An act for the relief of Dionysio
Antypas;

8.843. An act for the relief of Rabbi Eu-
gene Feigelstock;

8.8556. An act for the relief of Kirill Mi-
hallovich Alexeev, Antonina Ivanovna Alex-
eev, and minor children Victoria and Vladi-
mir Alexeev;

8. 801. An act for the rellef of Albina
Sicas;

S.912. An act for the relief of Bruno
Ewald Paul and Margit Paul;

S.915. An act for the relief of Augusta
Bleys (also known as Augustina Bleys);

8.017. An act for the relief of Stefan Burda,
Anna Burda, and Nikolai Burda;

8.937. An act for the relief of Virginia
Grande;

S.945. An act for the relief of Moshe Gips;

8.986. An act for the relief of Mrs. Ishi
Washburn;

5.1129. An act for the relief of Jozo
Mandic;

8.1267. An act for the relief of Irene
Eramer and Otto Eramer;

8.1313. An act for the relief of Olga Bala=-
banov and Nicola Balabanov;

S.1362. An act for the relief of Rev. Ishal
Ben Asher;

S.1477. An act for the relief of Gerhard
Nicklaus;

S.1490. An act for the relief of David
Maisel (David Majzel) and Bertha Maisel
(Berta Pieschansky Majzel);

8.1841. An act for the relief of Carlo
(Adiutore) D'Amico;

S.1850. An act for the relief of Dr. John D.
MacLennan;

S.1860. An act for the relief of Amalia
Sandrovic;

S.1954. An act for the relief of Anthony
N. Goraieb;

S.2009. An act for the relief of Mrs. Edward
E. Jex;

5.2036. An act for the relief of Joseph
Robin Groninger;

S.2065. An act for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. Hendrik Van der Tuin;

S.2677. An act for the relief of Michio
Yamamoto;

S.2820. An act for the relief of Mrs. Erika
Gisela Osteraa; and

S.2060. An act for the relief of Barbara
Herta Geschwandtner,

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 5185) for the relief of Klyce
Motors, Inc.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree=
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 7839) to aid in the provision and
improvement of housing, the elimina-
tion and prevention of slums, and the
conservation and development of urban
communities.
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ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills and joint resolu-
tion, and they were signed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore:

S.1281. An act to amend the Agricultural
Act of 1949;

S.2367. An act to amend the act of
June 29, 1935 (the Bankhead-Jones Act), as
amended, to strengthen the conduct of re-
search of the Department of Agriculture;

S.2583. An act to indemnify against loss
all persons whose swine were destroyed in
July 1952 as a result of having been in-
fected with or exposed to the contagious
disease vesicular exanthema;

S.2766. An act to amend section 7 (d) of
the Internal Security Act of 1850, as
amended;

S.2786. An act granting the consent and
approval of Congress to the southeastern
interstate forest fire protection compact;

S.3561. An act authorizing the Adminis-
trator of Veterans' Affairs to convey certain
property to the Armory Board, State of Utah;

S. 3630. An act to permit the city of Phila-
delphia to further develop the Hog Island
tract as an air, rail, and marine terminal by
directing the Secretary of Commerce to re-
lease the city of Philadelphia from the ful-
fillment of certain conditions contained in
the existing deed which restrict further
development;

H. R. 130. An act to amend section 1 of the
act approved June 27, 1947 (61 Stat. 189);

H.R.5185. An act for the relief of Elyce
Motors, Inc.;

H.R.6786. An act authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Interior to purchase improve-
ments or pay damages for removal of im-
provements located on public lands of the
United States In the Palisades project area,
Palisades reclamation project, Idaho;

H. R.8083. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain lands by the United States
to the city of Muskogee, Okla.;

H. R. 9005. An act to continue the effective-
ness of the act of July 17, 1853 (67 Stat.
177); and

S. J. Res. 86. Joint resolution to strengthen
the foreign relations of the United States
by establishing a Commission on Govern-
mental Use of International Telecommuni-
cations.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, July 20, 1954, he presented
to the President of the United States
the following enrolled bills and joint
resolution:

8.1381. An act to amend the Agricultural
Act of 1949;

5. 2367. An act to amend the act of June
29, 1035 (the Bankhead-Jones Act), as
amended, to strengthen the conduct of re-
search of the Department of Agriculture;

S.2583. An act to indemnify against loss
all persons whose swine were destroyed in
July 1952 as a result of having been infected
with or exposed to the contagious disease
vesicular exanthema;

8.2766. An act to amend section 7 (d) of
the Internal Security Act of 1950, as
amended;

8.2786. An act granting the consent and
approval of Congress to the southeastern
interstate forest fire protection compact;

5.8561. An act authorizing the Adminis-
trator of Veterans' Affairs to convey certain
property to the Armory Board, State of Utah;

8.3630. An act to permit the city of Phila-
delphia to further develop the Hog Island
tract as an alr, rail, and marine terminal by
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directing the Secretary of Commerce to re-
lease the city of Philadelphia from the ful-
fillment of certain conditions contained in
the existing deed which restrict further de-
velopment; and

8. J. Res. 96. Joint resolution to strengthen
the foreign relations of the United States by
establishing a Commission on Governmental
Use of International Telecommunications.

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY
ACT OF 1946

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3690) to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for
other purposes.

Mr. HILL, Mr. President, those of us
who were privileged to hear the speech
of the distinguished Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. Stennis] know how power-
fully he presented the argument that
under existing law or under section 164
as written into the bill reported by the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy the
Atomic Energy Commission would not
have authority to enter into the Dixon-
Yates proposed contract. The speech of
the Senator from Mississippi was one of
the most powerful and able I have heard
since I first became a Member of this
body. We know that other Senators,
including the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. CooPEr] in his very fine and chal-
lenging address, the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. MonroneYl, in his very
strong and able address, and the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Tennes-
see [Mr. Gogrel, in his brilliant and de-
vastating speech yesterday, drove home
again and again the proposition that
there was and is no authority in the
Atomic Energy Commission to enter into
the proposed Dixon-Yates contract.
That fact has become so crystal clear
that the distinguished Senator from
Michigan [Mr. Fercuson] has offered his
amendment in order to try to put into
the law the authority for the Atomic
Energy Commission to enter into the
Dixon-Yates contract.

However, the amendment of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Michigan goes
much further than the Dixon-Yates pro-
posal. It will be recalled that the Dixon-
Yates proposal is to make a contract for
some 600,000 kilowatts of power, whereas
the Ferguson amendment seeks to au-
thorize the Atomic Energy Commission
to enter into a contract or contracts for
power in the amount the Atomic Energy
Commission is now receiving, or has a
contract to receive, from the Tennessee
Valley Authority. That amount of
power is not 600,000 kilowatts, but some
3 million kilowatts of power.

So the Ferguson amendment is five
times as bad as the Dixon-Yates pro-
posal, It would open the door wide for
the Atomic Energy Commission to be-
come a broker for the Tennessee Valley
Authority, for the purchase of power
again and again and again, up to what
would now be some 3 million kilowatts
of power.

And, of course, if in the future the
Atomic Energy Commission should pur=
chase additional power from the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority, then under the
Ferguson amendment, the Atomic
Energy Commission would be authorized
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to make a contract along the lines of the
Dixon-Yates proposal, for an amount
equal to the additional amount of power
which the Atomic Energy Commission
might purchase from the Tennessee Val-
ley Authority.

No one can tell just how wide the
Ferguson amendment would open the
door for the prostitution of this most
delicate, vital agency of the Government,
the Atomic Energy Commission,

The substitute amendment cffered by
the distinguished junior Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Ervin]l adopts in
toto the provisions of the Ferguson
amendment and then goes a step fur-
ther, as I understand the amendment.
There has been no opportunity to an-
alyze the amendment of the Senator
from North Carolina carefully, or to give
it serious consideration. However, as I
understand the amendment, in addition
to adopting all the evils of the Ferguson
amendment, it provides that a contract
entered into for power under the Fergu-
son amendment shall be sent to the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy for a period
not to exceed 30 days. It makes no pro-
vision for any check on a contract by
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.
It makes no provision for veto power in
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
so far as any contract is concerned.
The contract would lie there for 30 days,
unless the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy should advise the Atomic Energy
Commission that it did not desire to
have it lie there for 30 days. At the end
of the 30-day period the contract would
become effective.

So there is no check; there is no power
of veto; there is no authority under this
amendment for the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy to say, “That contract
cannot be entered into,” or “That con-
tract must be modified, changed, or
amended.” In fact, so far as the Dixon=-
Yates proposal is concerned, although
that contract has never been presented
in all its details, the proposal itself has
been before the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy. The fact is that the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy had
2 days of hearings on the proposal.
The committee devoted June 17 and 18
to the hearing of witnesses and the
taking of testimony on the Dixon-Yates
proposal. The proposal that the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy shall have
these contracts presented to it, means
nothing; and, so far as the Dixon-Yates
proposal is concerned, it is nothing more
nor less than a moot questicn. The Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy has had
that proposal before it. The joint com-
mittee did not see fit to take any action
in any way or to advise the Atomic
Energy Commission that it thought the
contract ought not to be made, or that
it should be modified, amended, or
changed in some respects. The fact that
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
reported the pending legislation and that
it carries section 164 might well be con-
strued as being, on the part of the ma-
jority of that committee, a green light
for the Atomic Energy Commission to
proceed with the making of this con-
tract.
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Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my friend from
Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. I have before me the
amendment offered by the junior Sena-
tor from North Carolina. I must say
that as I interpret it, it does not comport
with the explanation given to the Senate
by the junior Senator from North Caro-
lina. I should like to read to the Senator
one sentence, exclusive of the paren-
thetical sentence contained therein:

Any contract hereafter entered into by
the Commission pursuant to this section
shall be submitted to the joint committee,
and a period of 30 days shall elapse while
Congress s in session, before the contract of
the Commission shall become effective.

There is a parenthetical sentence in-
jected within that sentence, which reads
as follows:

(In computing such 30 days, there shall be
excluded the days in which either House is
not in session because of adjournment for
more than 30 days.)

Mr. President, the question which I
should like to raise with the senior Sen-
ator from Alabama is just how the
Atomic Energy Commission would act
when Congress was in sine die adjourn-
ment.,

Mr. HILL. I will say to my distin-
guished friend from Tennessee, as I said
in the beginning, that the amendment
has just been offered. There has been
no opportunity afforded to examine it or
to carefully consider it. I suppose, al-
though I do not know, that the provision
about waiving the time refers to any
time when the joint committee may wish
to waive the time when Congress is not in
session. I do not know, but I think it
may be implied, that perhaps that pro-
vision was put in the amendment with
the thought in mind that Congress may
not always be in session—which of course
is true—and if Congress should not be
in session, the committee could waive the
time.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. Iyield to my distinguished
friend from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. As I interpret the lan-
guage—and I wish to suggest to the
Senator from Alabama that I, too, have
only now had an opportunity to see the
text—it means that in the event the
Commission entered into a contract
after Congress had adjourned, no action
could be taken on the contract until
Congress met in January, and then the
30-day period spelled out herein would
begin to operate.

Mr. HILL. From what the distin-
guished junior Senator from North Car-
olina [Mr. Ervin] said about his
amendment, I think the construction of
the Senator from Tennessee is correct.
There is a further modification which I
wish the Senator from Tennessee would
read. It relates to the waiving of the
time. That might throw some light on
the subject. From what the distin-
quished junior Senator from North Car-
olina said about the amendment, I made

the interpretation that the distinguished
Senator from 'Tennessee has made.

However, there is a further provision
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about waiving the time. The question
is whether the provision with reference
to waiving the time could be operative
if Congress were not in session, after it
had adjourned sine die.

Mr. GORE. I shall read that proviso.
It reads:

Provided, however, That the joint com-
mittee, after having received the proposed
contract, may by resolution in writing, walve
the conditions of or all or any portion of
such 30-day period.

Mr. HILL. Does the Senator believe
there would have to be a formal meeting
of the joint committee?

Mr. GORE. If the committee had a
meeting for that purpose.

Mr, HILL. It would have to have a
formal meeting, I notice the words “in
writing."”

Mr. GORE. It says “by resolution.”

Mr. HILL. By resolution. Would the
Senator construe that to mean that
there would have to be a resolution in
writing, and that there would have to be
a formal meeting of the committee, in
which case the chances would be that
that provision would not affect the sit-
uation, perhaps, if Congress were in
adjournment?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, HILL. I yield to my friend from
Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I do
not pretend to speak with the authority
the author of the proposed amendment,
the distinguished junior Senator from
North Carolina [Mr, ErvIN] can speak,
since he is the sponsor and author of it.
However, I have discussed the amend-
ment with him, and I heard his explana-
tion of it on the floor earlier in the after-
noon.

My understanding is that the distin-
guished junior Senator from North Car-
olina is trying to get entirely away from
any thought that Congress was seeking
to exercise, through its Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy, a veto power, and he
thereby was trying to avoid any consti-
tutional question. He was seeking to
create a situation by this amendment
under which, if the joint committee re-
quired it, 30 full days, as stated in the
amendment, while Congress was in ses-
sion, would be allowed to the joint com-
mittee to offer and have passed legisla-
tion preventing a contract taking effect
in the event the joint committee felt the
contract was unwise and unfortunate, or
should be opposed.

It was my understanding that the pro-
vision with reference to the waiver was
to allow the joint committee, if it was
in full approval of a contract as pro-
posed, to meet even out of session and to
adopt a resolution in writing waiving its
right to have the contract held up for
30 days of consideration, during a ses-
sion of Congress.

That was my understanding of the
amendment. Upon a rereading of it,
after having a copy handed to me by
the distinguished Senator from Tennes-
see [Mr. Gorel, I feel reasonably sure
that that is the proper interpretation.

Mr. HILL. Of course, it would take a
formal meeting of the joint committee
when Congress was in session

Mr. GORE., Yes.
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Mr. HILL. Just as it would take a
formal meeting to act when Congress was
not in session. In other words, it would
require a formal meeting of the com-
mittee to act on the matter.

If Congress were in session, and the
committee did not act within 30 days,
then the contract would be effective. If
Congress were not in session, the con-
tract could not become effective until
Congress reconvened and 30 days had ex-
pired, unless during the adjournment of
Congress there was a formal, official
meeting of the joint committee, with a
resolution in writing passed by a ma-
jority of the committee, with a quorum
present, I would say.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr., President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr., HILL. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
Alabama has correctly stated the con-
tents of the amendment, at least inso-
far as they are understood by the Senator
from Florida.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. GORE. I concur in the interpre-
tation of the amendment which the
senior Senator from Florida has given
and which the senior Senator from Ala-
bama has given. However, it is difficult
of interpretation and far reaching in its
effect. Obviously, it needs to be printed
and made available to each Senator for
study before the Senate shall be called
upon to act.

Mr. HILL. That is correct. Surely
my distinguished and brilliant friend
from Tennessee, who has given so much
time and thought to this matter, will
agree that, in respect to the Dixon-Yates
proposal, it is more or less a moot ques-
tion so far as the joint committee is
concerned. It held hearings on the pro-
posal on June 17 and 18. The joint com-
mittee did not see fit to take any action
to advise the Atomiec Energy Commission
that it did not think the contract should
be made or, if such contract were made,
that certain amendments or modifica-
tions should be made in the contract.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my distinguished
friend, the vice chairman of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I thought per-
haps, as a member of the joint commit-
tee, I might throw some light on the
matter which the Senator is discussing.

Mr. HILL. I should be delighted to
have the vice chairman make comment
on the situation.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I call atten-
tion to two places in the bill before the
Senate. I call attention to section 51,
on page 23, and to section 61, on page 31,
in which provisions for the submission
of certain proposed actions of the Com-
mission to the joint commitiee are set
forth.

The reason why I invite the Senator’s
attention to that is that those provisions,
which are, I believe, identical, or sub=-

stantially the same as in the proposed
amendment which the Senator is dis-
cussing, were given considerable study

and thought by the joint committee, and
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the interpretation of the meaning of the
provision with regard to reference to the
joint committee and the waiver of the
time is as stated by the Senator from Ala-
bama, and as confirmed in his opinion
and understanding by the Senator from
Florida. I merely wanted to confirm the
fact that that was the approach of the
joint committee. As to other sections
which contain similar provisions, the in-
terpretation of the meaning of the pro=-
visions is as stated a moment ago. The
joint committee has considered the ver-
biage of the proposed amendment. I
merely wish to confirm the interpreta-
tion.

Mr. HILL. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Iowa for the information
he has given us and for the contribution
he has made.

I see no objection to the provision
about contracts being referred to the
joint committee, but so far as the Dixon-
Yates proposal is concerned, the pro-
vision is meaningless, because it has bheen
before the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy, which committee held hearings
on it for 2 days, June 17 and June 18.
If anyone is taking consolation from the
fact that this amendment, if it becomes
a part of the law, may in any way be
effective in stopping what so many of us
consider to be an outrageous contract,
there is no basis for such consolation.
The damage is done, the door is opened,
and the basis for the Dixon-Yates pro-
posal, of course, is laid in the first part
of the amendment of the Senator from
North Carolina, which, as I understand,
is a duplication of the amendment of the
Senator from Michigan., It seeks to give
authority to the Atomic Energy Com-=-
mission to enter into the Dixon-Yates
proposed contract, and then to go even
further than that, as I have said, and
enter into a contract, or many contracts,
for an amount of power five times as
large as that which would be provided
for under the Dixon-Yates proposed
contract.

On yesterday, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, in what
I have referred to as a brilliant and dev-
astating attack on the proposed con-
tract, one of the most Ekrilliant and
devastating attacks I have heard since I
have been a Member of the Senate, some
18 years, laid bare the Dixon-Yates pro-
posal with all its iniquities and all its
outrageous provisions.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my good friend
from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. Perhaps it would be
better if I were absent when such com-
plimentary remarks are made, but since
I am present I wish to thank the Senator
from Alabama, but I feel that his gen-
erous remarks are undeserved.

Mr. HILL. As the distinguished Sen-
ator from Tennessee knows, it was my
privilege to be on the floor and to hear
practically every word of his very great
and powerful address on yesterday. I
reiterate that I have heard no more bril-
liant and devastating attack than that
made yesterday by the Senator from
T'ennessee in exposing the iniquities and
outrages embodied in the Dixon-Yates
proposal.
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Mr. President, I shall not at this time
carry coals to Newcastle by going over
that which the Senator from Tennessee
covered in such masterly fashion on yes-
terday. I wish to say, however, that
since the debate started, the manage-
ment of the Tennessee Valley Authority
has been accused of overcharges or un-
warranted and exceptionally high rates
in contracts it has made with the Atomic
Energy Commission. The reason for
such accusation is clear. The Tennessee
Valley Authority refused to bear false
witness. Its experts, members of its
staff, testified before the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy on June 17 and
June 18. There, in response to questions
of members of the committee they gave
their judgment as to the costs the Gov-
ernment would assume if the so-called
Dixon-Yates proposal were accepted as
a substitute for TVA’s proposal to add
generating capacity in its region by the
construction of a plant at Fulton, Tenn.,
and the addition of units to the existing
plant. Having given that testimony,
they are now subject to attack.

We have had presented here memo-
randums and statements prepared by
the AEC, alleging that TVA has over-
charged the AEC for power it delivers
to their installation. The charge, Mr.
President, is not true. A little later in
my remarks I shall refer to the charge
in greater detail.

We find, also, that the Bureau of the
Budget has entered into this campaign
against TVA. A document is circulated
among Members of the Senate. One
charge, particularly, against TVA at-
tracts my personal attention. The Bu-
reau of the Budget suggests that TVA is
making power available in areas beyond
its statutory limitations, beyond the ju-
risdiction prescribed in the Tennessee
Valley Act by the Congress of the United
States. That charge, Mr. President, is
also untrue, and in my remarks I shall
deal with it a little later and in more
detail.

All these charges, I may say, are a
part of a smokescreen—a smokescreen
to protect the AEC from detection as
it prepares to enter into a contract
which it has no authority whatsoever
to execute. As I have said, the intro-
duction of the Ferguson amendment
confirms the fact that the AEC has no
such authority to enter into a contract
which is entirely outside the field of the
AEC’s legitimate responsibilities, a con-
tract which is ordered to be consum-
mated for the single purpose of dis-
membering TVA, a first step to TVA's
destruction.

All these charges, Mr. President, I
shall discuss in more detail, but before I
do so let me recite a little history, as dis-
passionately as I can, to explain how this
amazing Dixon-Yates proposal happens
to be the subject of discussion on the
Senate floor at this time.

Before Senators who are not closely
in touch with the condition reach their
conclusions on the basis of misinforma-
tion, let me describe the origin of the
present controversy.

In the autumn of 1952, the Board of
TVA presented to the Budget Bureau an
estimate of its appropriation require-
ments for fiscal 1954, Thirty million
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dollars of the total was requested in order
that TVA might begin construction of a
steam generating plant in fiscal 1954, the
year just ended. That is the plant which
has been referred to a good many times
on the floor as the Fulton plant, which
derived its name from the fact that it
was to be built at or near Fulton, Tenn.

The request, I may say, was supported
by a thorough analysis of the growth of
the load expected in Memphis, and the
location, as I have said, was selected at
Fulton, Tenn., some 30 miles north of
Memphis.

The Bureau of the Budget recom-
mended the appropriation to Congress.
In January, after the new administration
had taken office, a reexamination of the
budget previously submitted was under-
taken. In the revision, the new admin-
istration decided to drop from the budget
the item for the Fulton plant. The rea-
son given, as I recall, was that time was
desired in which to study the load growth
estimates submitted by TVA.

There was an effort then, mild com-
pared with the current operation, to dis-
credit the load growth estimates of TVA
in the past. But another year’'s study
has confirmed TVA’s estimates and their
correctness, and has convinced the new
administration that the load growth
estimated by TVA must be met.

In the fall of 1953—last fall—the TVA
Board again appeared before the Bureau
of the Budget, and the construction of
the Fulton plant was recommended once
more. Once more it was rejected. The
rejection was the same, but the reason
advanced for the rejection was different.
The reason advanced was presented in
the President’s budget message, which
came to the Senate in January of this
year. There was no effort this year to
dispute the fact that the load growth in
Memphis and the surrounding area was
certain. The President suggested, how-
ever, that as an alternative to recom-
mending an appropriation to begin
construction of the Fulton plant, the
possibility of meeting the situation in
another way should be explored.

The AEC would be directed to discover
whether other sources of power might
be found for its operations—the AEC
operations—at Paducah, Ky., so that
TVA might be relieved of from 500,000
to 600,000 kilowatts of its total commit-
ment of 1,205,000 kilowatts to AEC.
Then TVA would be able to recapture—
to take back—that much of its capacity
at the Shawnee plant, a TVA plant at
Paducah, Ky., which had been built by
TVA at the request of the Atomic En-
ergy Commission, to supply power to the
Atomic Energy Commission’s Padueah
plant. Since TVA would be able to re-
capture that much of its capacity at
Shawnee, and to use that energy to meet
the growing loads of its system, the con-
struction of the Fulton plant need not
begin.

Apparently the Atomic Energy Com-
mission made an effort to do what the
President suggested in his budget mes-
sage. That is, the Atomic Energy Com-
mission evidently endeavored to find an-
other supply of power for the Paducah
atomic-energy plant, in order to relieve
the TVA of 600,000 kilowatts being pro=
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duced at the TVA Shawnee plant, which,
as I have explained, was the plant which
TVA built at the request of AEC to sup-
ply power for the AEC at the AEC’s Pa-
ducah plant.

The Dixon-Yates combine made an
offer to provide that power—power not
to the TVA; power to the AEC.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, HILL. I yield to my friend, the
distinguished Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. Isit not reasonable to say,
then, that the only relevant comparison
of proposals is a comparison of the TVA
proposal to build a steam plant at the
Fulton site, near Memphis, and the
Dixon-Yates proposal to build a steam
plant in Arkansas, near Memphis? It
is not relevant to compare the Dixon-
Yates proposal with Shawnee, or with
anything else, except the proposal at
Fulton.

Mr. HILL. Exactly, because the pro-
posed Dixon-Yates plant at West Mem-
phis, Ark., and the Fulton, Tenn.,
plant, proposed to be built by TVA, would
be similar plants, built, perhaps, under
approximately similar conditions, to
serve similar loads, or similar types of
loads, and similar customers.

Mr. GORE. As a matter of fact, to
serve an identical load.

Mr. HILL, To serve an identical load;
exactly.

Mr. GORE. Therefore, will not the
Senator agree that all the other irrele-
vant comparisons submitted to Congress
serve only to confuse, rather than to
clarify, and to becloud the choice which
the Bureau of the Budget and the Presi-
dent made between the two?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is exactly
correct. Any comparison other than the
comparison suggested by the Senator
from Tennessee, which is a comparison
between the Dixon-Yates proposed plant
at West Memphis, Ark., on the one hand,
and the proposed Fulton TVA plant on
the other hand, would be entirely out of
line, because it would deal with different
facts, with different situations, with dif-
ferent conditions, with different custom-
ers, and with different needs for power.

To illustrate what I mean by needs for
power, a plant serving the Atomic Energy
Commission at Paducah, Ky., must have
power on the line not 23 hours out of 24,
but 24 hours out of 24. There must be a
full power load 24 hours out of 24.

A plant serving, let us say, the city of
Memphis, or perhaps producing private
power for REA—merely general con-
sumers—would have what are called
peak hours, when the demand would be
great, and then off-peak hours, when
there would not be so much demand for
the power.

So, as the Senator from Tennessee has
so well said, there can be but one really
true, honest comparison, and that is be-
tween the proposed Fulton plant and the
proposed Dixon-Yates West Memphis
plant.

Mr. GORE. Will not the Senator go
further and say that the only compari-
son which was submitted to the joint
committee, the comparison upon which
the Bureau of the Budget submitted its
estimates, upon which the Federal
Power Commission submitted its esti-
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mates, and upon which the Atomic
Energy Commission and the TVA sub-
mitted their estimates, all related to
these two alternatives?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is exactly
correct. The estimates were submitted
relating to those two alternatives because
there was no other alternative. It was a
question of one of those two alternatives.
There were no other alternatives, any
more than if an attempt had been made
to relate one of those alternatives to, per-
haps, a powerplant in Elmira, N. Y., or
somewhere else.

As I have said, the Dixon-Yates com-
bine made an offer to provide the power
which would have made it possible, had
it been supplici, to let TVA recapture
about 600,000 kilowatts of power which
TVA is under contractual obligation to
supply the Atomic Energy Commission
at its Paducah plant.

The Dixon-Yates group offered to
build a plant at West Memphis, Ark.,
about 200 miles from the Paducah facili-
ties of the AEC, and enter into a con-
tract with AEC to supply power for AEC.
TVA, under the Dixon-Yates proposzal,
would simply transmit the energy over
its lines to the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion’s installations.

According to the document now circu-
lated by the Bureau of the Budget, the
first offer—that is, the offer I have been
speaking of—presented by the Dixon-
Yates combine was rejected because,
quoting the exact language of the Bu-
reau of the Budget, “it was believed to
involve excessive costs to the Govern-
ment.” A revised proposal from Dixon-
Yates was obtained in an effort to more
nearly equal what TVA could do. The
revised proposal was analyzed. The
analysis proved that an extra annual
cost of $2,923,000—nearly $3 million—
every year would be involved to AEC if
the proposal were accepted and a con-
tract were made with Dixon-Yates to re-
place a portion of the existing contract
with TVA for TVA’s Shawnee power.

The AEC must have thought the cost
excessive, because it did not want to ac-
cept the proposal. Imay say to the Sen-
ate all that was brought out in the hear-
ings before the joint committee. All one
has to do is read the testimony and the
letter from Commissioner Smyth, which
the distinguished Senator from Tennes-
see read on yesterday, to see exactly why
the proposal was not accepted—namely,
because it meant $3 million of extra cost
to the Atomic Energy Commission.

The fact is that whereas the AEC rep-
resentative estimated an extra cost of $3
million, the TVA arrived at an estimate
of more than $4 million a year in extra
cost to the Government. I think it fair
to assume that the AEC, though pres-
ently engaged in an attack on the TVA,
recognized in fact that TVA's estimates
were more likely to be correct than the
estimates of the AEC or of the Bureau
of the Budget. At any rate, the compari-
son was made, a table, dated April 21,
was prepared, and the proposal was not
accepted.

That was the point at which the
Atomic Energy Commission should have
bowed out of the picture. It should have
advised the President of the United
States that it was not feasible and not
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economical for AEC to relieve TVA of
any portion of its contractual commit-
ment at Shawnee; and the Bureau of
the Budget should then, with Presiden-
tial approval, have submitted an esti-
mate of the amounf required to add
capacity to the TVA power system.

If the AEC had chosen to accept the
proposal as a means of providing power
for its operations, we know the AEC
could have been, and no doubt would
have been, subject to criticism for ex-
travagance. The business judgment of
its managers would have been in ques-
tion. But at least the Congress of the
United States would have been spared
the picture now before it of a proposal
which would prostitute the powers and
pervert the purposes for which the
Atomic Energy Commission was estab-
lished.

The Dixon-Yates proposal now pend-
ing is not designed to provide power
which the Atomic Energy Commission
proposes to substitute for Shawnee power
at Paducah. AEC does not propose to
relieve TVA of a single kilowatt of its
commitment to provide power from the
TVA Shawnee plant.

AEC is now proposing to have 2 con-
tracts for the same block of power, 1 a
contract with TVA, which it now has, to
deliver power to its Paducah plant; an-
nother contract with Dixon-Yates for
600,000 kilowatts, which is completely
surplus to the needs of AEC—not 1
kilowatt of which does the AEC need,
and not 1 kilowatt of which does the
AEC propose to take.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to the Senator
from Montana.

Mr. MURRAY. Will the power which
is to be provided by Dixon-Yates be
transmitted over the transmission lines
of the TVA?

Mr. HILL. It will go over the trans-

mission lines of the TVA, but not to the
Atomic Energy Commission. It will
simply go to the customers of TVA with-
in the Memphis area of the TVA terri-
tory. Not one kilowatt will go to the
AEC.
Mr. MURRAY. Will the TVA receive
any compensation for transmitting the
power, as do the private utilities? The
private utilities sometimes charge very
high rates for transmission of power
over their lines. I was wondering if the
TVA would be given any credit for the
transmission of power.

Mr. HILL. No. The TVA will not be
transmitting any power for AEC. TVA
will simply be receiving this power for
its customers within the Memphis area
of the Tennessee Valley.

On page 1004 of part IT of the hearings
before the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy, held on June 17 and 18, 1954, to
which I adverted earlier, we find the fol-
lowing statement was made by Mr.
Thomas Murray:

Mr. HOLIFIELD—

As we know, he was referring to Rep-
resentative HovrirFierp, of California, a
member of the joint committee—
as I view these negotiations, they amount to
this: That if the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion enters into a contract with the Dixon=-
Yates group, we would not cancel, at least
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at the moment—and I just heard General
Nichols say so—

General Nichols, manager of the
Atomic Energy Commission, had just
previously testified—
any TVA contracts, but would be negotiat-
ing for a bulk of power that is not needed
by our—

That means the AEC—
present or projected production facilities.
In other words, the Atomic Energy Commis-
slon would be used as a vehicle to supply the
expanding needs of the Memphis area.

As I said, and as has been stated on
the floor of the Senate many times, the
Atomic Energy Commission would be
used as a power broker to buy power, not
one kilowatt of which the Atomic Energy
Commission will need. It will merely
buy the power for TVA and its consum-
ers in the Memphis area of the Tennes-
see Valley Authority territory.

Mr. MURRAY. Does the Senator
from Alabama understand that the
Memphis area has greatly expanded as
a result of the TVA?

Mr. HILL. The Memphis area has ex-
perienced a very fine growth. As we
know, Memphis is a great city on the
Mississippi River, and is the largest city
in Tennessee, and the largest city in that
particular area. It has experienced a
fine, dynamic growth.

Mr. MURRAY. I recall that, because
of its development, it was able to have
located within it a plant which had been
intended to be located in Montana.

Mr, HILL. Let me say to the Senator
from Montana that, because of his val-
iant efforts in behalf of the Hungry
Horse Dam, and because of the con-
struction of all the other great dams in
the Northwest, the people of Montana
enjoy relatively low-cost power. Of
course, in the Tennessee Valley area, as
in all other parts of the Nation, there
has been a persistent load growth and
an increasing demand for power. That
has been wonderful for the economy of
the country. That has been the experi-
ence both in the Northwest and in all
other sections of the Nation. I may say
that the TVA's load growth has been at
the rate of 750,000 kilowatts a year.

Mr. President, as I have said, if the
Dixon-Yates contract is consummated,
the Atomic Energy Commission will be
nothing but a power broker; it will pur-
chase the power from Dixon-Yates, for
sale to the TVA, which in turn will sell
the power to consumers in the Memphis
area.

I have previously referred to the
statement by Mr. Murray, and I shall
refer to it again, and in greater detail.
As we know, the proposed Dixon-Yates
contract was opposed by 3 of the 5 mem-
bers of the Atomic Energy Commission;
in short, the contract was opposed by a
majority of the Commission.

We also know that for its authority to
enter into this fantastic arrangement,
the Atomic Energy Commission relied
upon, or pretended to rely upon, a new
subsection (d), which in 1953 was added
to section 12 of the Atomic Energy Act
of 1946. That subsection authorizes the
Commission, in connection with the
construction and operation of its Oak
Ridge, Paducah, and Portsmouth instal-
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lations, to “enter into new contracts or
modify or confirm existing contracts to
provide for electric-utility services for
periods not exceeding 25 years,” and so
forth.

The same language is now to be found
in section 164, on page 79 of the pending
bill.

Mr. President, I must say that if the
President’s directive to enter into the
proposed Dixon-Yates contract contem-
plated & source of additional power for
the needs of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission itself, the provision I have just
cited would seem to provide adequate
statutory authority. However, the let-
ters of June 16 which were sent direct-
ly by the Bureau of the Budget to the
President; to Chairman Lewis L. Strauss,
of the Atomic Energy Commission; to
Vice Chairman Harry Curtis, of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority; and to the sen-
jor Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
SavToNsTALL], chairman of the Inde-
pendent Offices Subcommittee of the
Senate Appropriations Committee, make
it clear that what I have said is true,
namely, that that is not what the Atom-
ic Energy Commission is being told to do,
for, as I have said, the Commission not
only will eontinue in full force and ef-
fect its contract for the 600,000 kilowatts
of power—an amount equal to that in-
volved in the Dixon-Yates proposal—
but also will continue in full force and
effect the entire contractual obligation
of the TVA to supply the AEC with ap-
proximately 1,205,000 kilowatts of pow=-
er at the AEC’s Paducah installation.

As the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee brought out so clearly in the
debate on yesterday, although the AEC
would not receive any of the additional
power from the Dixon-Yates installation,
the Atomic Energy Commission would
be obligated to reimburse Dixon-Yates in
the amount of State and local taxes on
the new powerplant to be built in Arkan-
sas, such taxes being estimated today at
$1,499,000. Of course, no one can tell
what they may amount to in the future,
although taxes usually rise, and seldom,
if ever, decline. In addition, the Atomic
Energy Commission would be obligated
to reimburse Dixon-Yates for all its Fed-
eral income taxes; including not only
the normal income taxes, but also the
surtaxes; and if an emergency situation
were to develop, with the result that
Congress would feel constrained to levy
excess-profits taxes, the Atomic Energy
Commission would have to pay all the
excess-profits taxes for which the Dixon-
Yates combine would be liable.

Mr. President, if our country should
again find itself in an emergency situa-
tion, if we should again be at war—al-
though all of us devoutly pray that such
a catastrophe will not come to pass—if
American boys should again have to be
sent to foreign battlefields, to fight and
to suffer, and some of them to die; if
many of them should be sent into armed
conflict and their bodies be broken,
blasted, and burned on the field of battle;
and if those at home were forced to stag-
ger under an excruciatingly heavy bur-
den of taxation, with many of them per-
haps being crushed by that great burden;
if all that should come to pass, neverthe-
less Dixon-Yates would stand off by it-
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self, without $1 of taxes to pay, with-
out $1 of taxes to go from it into
the Treasury. Dixon-Yates would not
have to carry even one part of that ex-
cruciatingly heavy, staggering burden.
On the contrary, the Government of the
United States would, as the guarantor,
pay every dollar of taxes that might be
levied on Dixon-Yates, which would
stand in that special, favored, preferred
position. No matter what might be the
suffering or the sacrifices or the heavy
burdens carried by the American people,
not so with Dixon-Yates. They would
stand off—alone, apart, favored, pre-
ferred, excused—I might say—or ex-
empted—I might add—from carrying
any part of their rightful burden for the
defense of our country and its institu-
tions,

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bar-
RETT in the chair). Does the Senator
from Alabama yield to his colleague?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. SPARKMAN. My senior col-
league has well depicted how Dixon-
Yates will stand alone, exempt from
taxes. Is it not also true that they will
likewise be exempt from risk?

Mr. HILL. In reply, let me say to my
distinguished colleague that although
there is much talk about free enterprise
yet we know that nothing enters more
into free enterprise than competition.
There is none of that here. This is a
tailor-made proposal, as the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Gore] said, for this one concern, the
Dixon-Yates combine. There is abso-
lutely no risk. I am sure that if this out-
rageous contract should ever go into
effect it would go down in history as the
guaranteed-profits contract, because no
risk is involved. There is no venture.
There is no chance taken by the Dixon-
Yates combine. If there be any risk,
if there be any chance, if there be any
venture, it is all on the part of the Gov-
ernment of the United States.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my friend for a
question.

Mr. LEHMAN. Is it not a fact that
not only do they assume no burden of
risk, but they are actually guaranteed
a profit on the amount of capital which
they provide?

Mr. HILL. The Senator from New
York is exactly correct. As I say, this
contract will go down in history not as
an example of private enterprise, but as
the guaranteed-profits confract. I do
not know what brand of socialism this
may be, but certainly I can find no
private enterprise in it.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. Iyield to my distinguished
colleague from Alabama.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I wonder if the
Senator may find some area of agree-
ment with someone who has described
the proposed contract not as creeping
socialism but galloping favoritism.

Mr. HILI. It will go down in his-
tory as galloping favoritism. We speak
about the Missouri Compromise, and the
Wilmot proviso. This contract, if it goes
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into effect, will be known, perhaps, as
the galloping guaranty. It will be re=-
corded in history as the galloping guar-
anty. Surely, as the Senator says, it
is galloping favoritism at its rankest and
worst.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield once more for a ques-
tion?

Mr. HILL. I am glad to yield to my
colleague from Alabama for a question.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Is it not true that
the elements which we so often think
of as being fundamental to private en-
terprise, that is, first of all, competition;
second, risk; and third, payment of
taxes, are totally lacking in this most
unusual proposal? Are not all three of
them lacking?

Mr. HILL. As the Senator suggests
by his question, all the elements which
constitute free enterprise, as we have
known free enterprise in this country
from its very beginning, are lacking.
What we have is a brand of socialism
under which the Government of the
United States takes all risks, all venture,
all hazard, and gives to the Dixcen-
Yates combine an absolute guaranty of
its profits. The one thing which we
have here which might even suggest the
idea of private enterprise is the element
of profit. But in this instance that is
not an element of private enterprise,
because profit is guaranteed by the Gov-
ernment of the United States. I hope
Senators will think about this contract
and what it means.

As I said before, we fervently pray
that we shall not again find our country
at war. However, we know that in the
past 35 years the United States has been
in 3 wars. In each of them we have
been forced to send American boys
across the seas to foreign battlefields to
fight, suffer, and die. The earth may
again run red with the blood of Ameri-
can boys. The seas may be incarnadined
with their rich red blood. Yef here,
sheltered, protected, freed from any ob-
ligation or any burden whatsoever, to
enjoy this special favor, this special
privilege of guaranteed profits, with no
risk, and with all taxes paid, stands the
Dixon-Yates combine.

I have long thought that this admin-
istration looked with particular favor
upon private power utilities. But it
would never have entered my mind that
any administration would go to the ex-
tent of proposing so outrageous, so
shocking a contract as is embodied in
the Dixon-Yates proposal.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to the distinguished
Senator from Montana.

Mr. MURRAY. I dislike to interrupt
the Senator, but I did not serve on the
commiftee which worked up this con-
tract. I was wondering if the Senator
was not overlooking some of the new
ideas which have developed in connec-
tion with free enterprise.

Yesterday, I read in the newspaper
that Mr. Wolfson, of Florida, stated that
it is now easier to make $1 million than
to make $1,000. So there must be some
new ideas which have developed in re-
cent times, which we may be overlook-
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Mr. HILL. The Senator may be cor-
rect, but surely there are no new ideas
about private enterprise involved in the
Dixon-Yates proposal. I know my dis-
tinguished friend from Montana will
agree with me that there is no private
enterprise in the Dixon-Yates proposal.
It is socialism in its rankest, most re-
volting form. If the Government of the
United States is to take all the risk,
guarantee all the profits, and pay all the
taxes, no matter what the conditions in
this country may be, no matter what
taxes others may be paying, no matter
what sacrifices others may be undergo-
ing to save our country—surely if the
Government is to do all those things,
socialism, as we have known it in the
past, is to be preferred.

Mr. President, the Ferguson amend-
ment, in its effort to give authority to
this proposed contract, and to remove
some of the stench from it, uses the
word “replacement.”

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. Iyield to the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee for a question.

Mr. GORE. If the Atomic Energy
Commission should be authorized to
make a contract with a private concern
to replace power which it is buying for
its use, does not the Senator from Ala-
bama think that preference should be
given to the replacement of the highest
cost power? If the Government of the
United States is to make a contract to
relieve itself of a contract which it has,
if the Atomic Energy Commission is to be
authorized to make a contract to replace
power which it is buying for its own use,
would it not be better to replace the high-
cost power rather than the most eco-
nomical power?’

Mr. HILL. Of course every dictate of
business reason would tell us that. I do
not doubt that the Senator has in mind
the EEI contract and the OVEC con-
tract. As the Senator knows, EEI ran
some $50 million above its estimates in
the construction of the Joppa plant,
which was directly across the river from
Paducah, Ky., and which supplies half of
the power for the AEC Paducah plant.
Half of the power is supplied by TVA
from its Shawnee plant, and the other
half by EEI, a combination of private
electrical companies, from its Joppa

plant.

I could tell a story of excess costs pil-
ing up on the Government of the United
States that would be almost unbeliev-
able, but the Senator knows well that
the EEI went some $58 million over its
estimates. He also knows that the AEC
contract with EEI was a cost-plus con-
tract. Whereas the cost at the TVA
Shawnee plant ran approximately $145
a kilowatt, the cost at the Joppa EEI
plant is running $190. Senators can
figure out the difference, with the profits
and the interest and the many other
costs, and they will see what that means
in the way of extra costs the Government
will pay over the period of years these
contracts are in force.

On page 1003 of the record there
appears a letter signed by Lewis L.
Strauss, Chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission, under date of May 19 last,
addessed to Representative SipNey R.
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Yartes, of the House of of Representa-
tives, in which the Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission says that
the Joppa estimates ran $58 million
higher than was expected when the esti-
mates were made, and that the OVEC
estimates ran $32 million over the esti-
mates.

It shows that the estimated increase
in annual power charges to the Govern-
ment, because of the additional cost of
the facilities at Joppa, will be $2,800,000
a year, and that the extra cost at the
OVEC plant will be $1,600,000 a year.
The total extra cost is $4,400,000. If we
multiply that sum of money by 25 years,
it will give some idea of the extra cost.
It should be remembered also that any
business concern, of course, would add
interest on that money. So it might
well be asked how many hundreds of
millions of dollars these excess costs to
the Government will aggregate.

Mr. GORE. The Senator has about
convinced the junior Senator from Ten-
nessee that if the Senate is to relieve
the Atomic Energy Commission of some
contracts, the particular ones we need
to get off its back are the OVEC and
Joppa contracts.

Mr. HILL. The Senator is exactly
right. The excess burdens placed on the
backs of the taxpayers of the United
States are in the EEI contract and in
the OVEC contract. Therefore, as the
Senator says, every dictate of sound
business, of economy, and of wise man-
agement would say, “Let us replace the
excessive costs of EEI and OVEC power.”
Surely every Senator has heard about
the Ebasco fiasco in the building of the
EEI plant—the fiasco that has contrib-
uted so much to these excess costs. So
it is interesting to note in this connec-
tion that the Ebasco Co., according to
the record, is to be employed by the
Dixon-Yates combine to build the West
Memphis plant if this outrageous con-
tract is signed.

Mr. SPARKMAN.
the Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I am delighted to yield to
my distinguished colleague from Ala-
bama.

Mr, SPAREMAN. I should like to ask
my senior colleague, in connection with
the statement made by the Senator from
Tennessee a moment ago, to the effect
that if there are any contracts of which
we ought to relieve the Atomic Energy
Commission, they are the contracts made
in connection with the Paducah plant,
with the EEI group, whether it is not a
fact that under those contrzcts the
Atomic Energy Commission is pretty
well tied down with an indemnity clause
which would make it extremely expen-
sive to the United States Government
in the event there was a cancellation
of the contract?

Mr. HILL. The Bureau of the Budget,
in speaking about that clause, stated
that the liabilities under the clause to
which the distinguished junior Senator
from Alabama has referred, would be
$40-million-plus.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, HILL. I yield to the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. President, will
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Mr. GORE. Ishould like to inform the
junior Senator from Alabama that I did
not mean to suggest a cancellation that
would be outrageously expensive. The
Ferguson amendment does not envision
cancellation of the AEC contract with
TVA. It seeks to authorize the AEC to
make contracts with so-called private
enterprise to furnish to the TVA, by way
of “replacement,” electricity in that
amount.

What I am suggesting is if the AEC
can make a good enough deal, and it is
profitable to the Government and it is
in the interest of economy and efficiency
and good government to replace, through
such contracts, power which the TVA
is furnishing to the AEC, then we ought
to broaden the Ferguson amendment, if
it is such a good thing, to include the
replacement of power furnished under
these expensive contracts with OVEC
and EEIL

Mr. HILL. The distinguished Senator
from Tennessee, as we often express it,
has taken the words out of my mouth.
I was going to say exactly what he has
so well and eloquently said. Therefore,
certainly, if we are going to have the
Ferguson amendment, we ought to take
the next step and seize the opportunity
to get out of the excessively high-cost
and burdensome contracts with EEI and
OVEC.

Mr. GORE. I am suggesting that that
ought to be the first step, not the next
step.

Mr. HILL, Certainly; because these
contracts are putting excessive burdens
on the taxpayers; and, as the Senator
says, the Government should be relieved
of them now.

Of course, as Senators know, Dixon-
Yates power, as I have said, is power
that AEC does not need and will not
use—not one kilowatt of it. Yet the Fer-
guson amendment speaks of replace-
ment as if AEC was going to use some
of the Dixon-Yates combine power.

The Dixon-Yates power, as I have said
before, is for the city of Memphis and
surrounding areas. Indefensible as is
the memorandum of the Bureau of the
Budget, and confusing and unworthy as
I believe it to be, it did hit the truth in
one or two places. Here is one place
where it says the Dixon-Yates contract
is the result of “the President's decision
to provide for the 1957 expansion of
power consumption in the Tennessee
Valley area through facilities to be con-
structed by private enterprise.”

In a desperate effort to meet the ob-
jections challenging the right of AEC to
enter into this contract, we find the Bu-
reau of the Budget making this state-
ment:

Under the Dixon-Yates proposal, the
Atomic Energy Commission would procure
power to meet its needs from a privately
owned plant which would be located at a
considerable distance from the AEC plant
for which the power would be purchased.

Of course, as I have said time and time
again, there is no basis in truth or in
fact for that statement. Then it makes
this statement:

The Dixon-Yates proposal to supply 600,000
kilowatts to the TVA system at Memphis, as
replacement for TVA power furnished AEC
at Paducah, is similar to the several pre-
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vious arrangements under which TVA has
supplied additional AEC loads by building
new generating facilities at points distant
from Oak Ridge and Paducah.

Both those statements are quotations
from the memorandum of the Bureau of
the Budget.

The Bureau of the Budget makes this
third statement which I now quote:

By providing for additional generating ca-
pacity at West Memphis to be fed back into
the TVA grid in an amount which is neces-
sary to assure delivery of the Commission’s
requirement at Paducah, this contract can
properly be considered as a contract for elec-
tric utility service to installations of the
Commission.

Mr. President, each and every one of
these statements is without any basis of
fact and is absolutely untrue.

As to the first point, that AEC would
procure power with which to meet its
needs, the Dixon-Yates proposal does
not provide a way for the Atomic Energy
Commission to procure power to meet its
needs from a privately owned plant or
from any other kind of plant. It already
has at Paducah contracts for all the
power required to meet its needs. More
than 60 percent of this power, amount-
ing to 1,205,000 kilowatts is to come from
TVA, and the remainder from Electric
Energy, Inc. The AEC does not propose
to modify its existing contract with TVA
for 1,205,000 kilowatts of power in any
respect. Rather, AEC would contract
with Dixon-Yates for 600,000 kilowatts
of additional power, not for itself, but to
be fed into the TVA system for general
TVA system purposes. Except for taxes,
the AEC does not even propose to pay for
Dixon-Yates power. With the exception
of the payment for taxes to be made by
AEC, all the other costs, all the pay=-
ments for power, under the Dixon-Yates
proposal, are to be met by the TVA.

As for the Dixon-Yates proposal being
a replacement arrangement similar to
previous arrangements under which
TVA is supplied out of AEC power re-
quirements by building new plants at
points distant from Oak Ridge and
Paducah, there is no similarity at all.
On the contrary, the proposal differs
from those arrangements in two impor-
tant respects. In the present case AEC
is not expanding its Paducah plant and
does not require any additional power at
the Paducah plant. The fact is, Mr.
President, that earlier I read the testi-
mony of Commissioner Murray in which
he said they did not need it in any of
their projected or future plants.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr, HILL. I yield to my distinguished
friend from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. As I have understood,
they have all the power they need for
the operation of the Atomic Energy plant
at Paducah.

Mr. HILL. That is exactly right. If
the AEC signs this contract with the
Dixon-Yates combine it will be signing
a contract for 600,000 kilowatts of power
which it does not need, which it will not
use, which it has contracted for only for
TVA, and which will go into the normal
TVA operating system in and around
Memphis, Tenn.
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Mr. STENNIS. On yesterday, when
the question arose concerning the attor-
ney for the Atomic Energy Commission
having rendered an opinion that the
proposed contract is legal, the Senator
from Iowa put the letter into the REcorp
for the benefit of Members of the Sen-
ate, and I have had an opportunity to
read the last paragraph of it. With ref-
erence to the point the Senator has
made, in order to hoid this contract valid,
it had to create a shortage of electricity
in the operation of the Atomic Energy
Commission plants. That is the way
they seek to justify the legal authoriza-
tion. This is what the attorney said:

The increased cost to the Government of
the Dixon-Yates proposal as against the
Commission’s present contract with TVA
would be approximately $3,685,000 annually.
However, if the President directs the Com-
mission and TVA to modify their existing
arrangement so as to release to TVA 600,000
kilowatts under the present contract, and we
do not gquestion the President's authority
to do this, then the Commission has author-
ity to make the best contract it can for the
replacement of power thus released.

In other words, if they take 600,000
kilowatts of electricity they now have
and put it into another channel, there
is created a shortage of 600,000 kilowatts,
and the statute then applies, because the
electricity is needed for the operation
of the plant.

I think that is the most eircuitous
route of legal reasoning I have ever seen,

Mr. HILL. The Senator is absolutely
sound and correct. But, of course,
when a lawyer is ordered to submit an
opinion, he often zigs and zags, and then
zags and zigs. That is what this coun-
sel did. He was circuitous. He used
the most circuitous and zig-zagged way
because he could not go directly to
reach the conclusion he had been or-
dered to reach.

Mr. STENNIS. I note that this
memorandum was dated June 22, 1954,
That was long after the hearings were
held, long after the agreement was ten-
tatively reached. In fact, that is the
day after the beginning of this debate.

Mr. HILL. The Senator is correct,
and I thank him for the contribution
he has made.

I do not know whether the Senator
from Mississippi was on the floor when,
in the opening of my remarks, I paid
my tribute to the magnificent speech he
made on the question involved as to the
authority of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission to enter into the Dixon-Yates
contract. I said then, and I now re-
peat in the Senator’s presence, that I
have never heard a more powerful and
more compelling presentation than that
which he made.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. HILL. It was the sledge-ham-
mer blows of the Senator from Missis-
sippi which econtributed so much to
bringing into being the Ferguson
amendment.

No one could have heard the speech
of the distinguished Senator from Mis-
sissippi without knowing that the Sen-
ator was absolutely correct, and that
he had presented his case with such
logie, appeal, and force that any court
in the world would be forced to agree
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with him that the Atomic Energy Com-
mission did not have any authority or
power to proceed under the Dixon-
Yates proposal. I think one of the
greatest contributions to the debate has
been the speech by the distinguished
Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
from Alabama very kindly.

Mr. HILL. As I was saying, the other
arrangements to which I referred, under
which TVA was supplying power to the
Atomic Energy Commission plants at
Oak Ridge and Paducah, were different.
They had nothing whatsoever to do with
and in no way had any of the character-
istics of the proposed Dixon-Yates
contract.

As I have said, in all these cases the
Atomic Energy Commission was expand-
ing its Oak Ridge and Paducah plants,
and accordingly additional power was
required. In the present case the Atomic
Energy Commission is not expanding its
Paducah plant beyond the size hereto-
fore planned, and does not require any
additional power at the Paducah plant.

The additional power requirements
which the Dixon-Yates proposal is in-
tended to meet are the expanding re-
quirements of the TVA system generally.
In fact, as I have said before, and as has
been said by other Senators on the floor,
the Dixon-Yates proposal simply repre-
sents a substitute for construction of the
Fulton plant by the TVA, the TVA hav-
ing proposed the Fulton plant to obtain
power to meet the normal growth in its
general system loads,

In all cases where TVA built new
generating capacity to serve AEC loads,
but at points distant from Oak Ridge and
Paducah, the particular sites were se-
lected because generating units could be
installed and operated at the points se-
lected faster and more cheaply than at
alternative sites. In this case, power
under the Dixon-Yates proposal would
not be available any faster than from
a plant at Fulton; and instead of being
cheaper, it would admittedly be much
more expensive.

There is no need of my going back
over the proposition that the additional
generating capacity of West Memphis,
Ark., is not necessary to assure delivery
of the Commission’s requirements at
Paducah, and that it provides not 1 kilo-
watt of power for the Atomic Energy
Commission. The Dixon-Yates pro-
posal, therefore, cannot be properly con-
sidered as a proposal for electric utility
service to installations of the Commis=-
sion. The Atomic Energy Commission
needs 1,205,000 kilowatts of power from
the TVA system at Paduecah, and it al-
ready has a binding contract with TVA
for that power, which acceptance of the
Dixon-Yates proposal would in no way
affect. What is in question is TVA's
ability to supply increasing power de-
mands on its system generally. The
Dixon-Yates proposal is simply a device,
and a very poor device, for providing
TVA with 600,000 kilowatts of power for
that purpose. That is the only purpose
which the proposal would serve.

So, Mr. President, this is the situation
which confronts us. Let us not forget
that 3 of the 5 Atomic Energy Commis-
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sioners—a majority of the Commission—
felt that the matter of providing power
for the TVA area was far removed from
any responsibility of the Commission,
and was not an appropriate venture for
the Commission.

Let us remember also that the Gen-
eral Accounting Office did not approve
of the venture.

If we are now o find that the Com-
mission is to sign this contract, under
some kind of directive, although three
members of the Commission say the con-
tract should not be signed, and that they
are opposed to any such signing, how
can the Members of the Senate, the
Members of the House, or the American
people have confidence in the Atomic
Energy Commission? If there is any
single commission in which there should
be confidence, it is the Atomic Energy
Commission, not only because of its very
delicate and vital functions—yes, vital
to the defense of our country, and more
and more vital in days to come to the
economy of our country—but also be-
cause the Commission operates so much
in a field of what is called classified
information.

I sit as a member of the Subcommittee
on Independent Offices of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations. That is the sub-
committee which handles appropriations
for the Atomic Energy Commission. I
can say to the Senate that much of what
the Commission is doing, many of the
functions of the Commission, many of
its responsibilities and activities, are of
a classified nature. Much of it falls
within the most secret category. Much
of the work carried on by the Commis-
sion is not disclosed, and perhaps can-
not be disclosed. Much of it is not dis-
closed even to Congress or the commit-
tees of Congress, and surely much of it
is not disclosed to the public.

If the Commission will knuckle under,
shall we say, and become puppets or
automatons in the signing of a contract,
which in its best judgment should not
be signed, which in the best judgment
of the Commission should never have
been entered into, how can we have con-
fidence in a Commission of that kind?
How" can we trust such a Commission,
with its great variety of functions, activi-
ties, duties, and responsibilities, into
which we cannot and do not inquire
at all?

Surely nothing could be more destruc-
tive of the Atomic Energy Commission,
of its integrity, of its position, and of the
confidence which it commands, than to
be ordered to enter into a contract so
outrageous as the proposed Dixon-Yates
contract, and then to knuckle under and
sign the contract.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL., I yield.

Mr. GORE. Iconcur in the statement
which the able Senator from Alabama
has just made. I think the situation he
has described is most unfortunate for
the Atomic Energy Commission, for the
country, for the program, and for the
consideration of the pending legislation.
I see no fortunate features of this pro-
posal, or of what will follow, except
exposure of the deal.
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A Commission charged with such enor-
mous and frightfully important duties is
now to have heaped upon it, by this pro-
posal, taie unpleasant duty of carrying
out an order, if it knuckles under, and to
have the burden of making and admin=-
istering, not only this contract but, ac-
cording to the Ferguson amendment,
possibly other contracts of a similar
kind.

Does the able Senator from Alabama
think that would help in the develop-
ment of the Atomic Energy Commission
for either national defense or peace-
time purposes?

Mr. HILL. It could not in any con-
ceivable way make any contribution to
the development of atomic energy either
for wartime purposes or for peacetime
purposes; but, on the contrary, it could
do much to undermine, impair, and de=-
stroy the effectiveness of the work, the
activity, and the results of the Atomic
Energy Commission.

It is hard to think of anything that
could be more unfortunate in the field
of the production and advancement of
atomic energy than such a proposal as
is before the Senate today, a proposal for
the undermining, impairment, and de-
struction of the integrity, independence,
and the sound operation of the Atomic
Energy Commission.

I have referred, not once, but several
times, to what the different commission-
ers have said. There could not be a
stronger letter found than that which
Commissioners Smyth and Zuckert wrote
and signed, which was sent to the Bureau
of the Budget, protesting this prostitu-
tion and illegal use of the Atomic Energy
Commission,

Senators will recall that in that letter
Commissioner Smyth and Commission-
er Zuckert declared, among other things:

The present proposal—

That is the Dixon-Yates combine pro-
posal—
would create a situation whereby the AEC
would be contracting for power not one
kilowatt of which would be used in connec-
tion with the Commission production activ-
ities. The creation of such a contractual
relationship would place upon the Commis-
sion a continuing responsibility during the
25-year life of the contract for stewardship
in respect to matters irrelevant to the mis-
sion of the Commission.

That is stating the matter in as diplo-
matic and as temperate language as pos-
sible, I should say.

Feeling deeply, feeling strongly, about
this matter, impelled by their consciences
to protest, the Commissioners wrote that
letter to the Bureau of the Budget.

Mr. Murray, a third member of the
Commission, in testifying before the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
among other things, said:

Since our program is not advanced by these
negotiations—

And whose imagination could conjure
for 1 minute any advancement that
could come out of the negotiations with
the Commission?—

and the subsequent administration of this
25-year contrict, I do not believe that it is
desirable for the Atomic Energy Commission
to perform a function that another agency
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of Government could perhaps more logically
perform.

Remember, Commissioner Murray has
been most outspoken in his advocacy of
the use of private companies. He was
the advocate, and so proclaimed himself
to be, and I give him all credit for his
candor and frankness, the negotiator,
really, who worked out the EEI and the
OVEC contracts, because, as he said, he
was actuated by the desire and the mo-
tivation to use to the greatest possible
extent private companies rather than to
use a Government agency.

Yet, Mr. President, in spite of those
protests of the three Commissioners, in
spite of all that we now know about the
inequities of the contract, and the fact
that it is an outrageous proposal, the
administration seems determined to
force the contract on the Atomic Energy
Commission, and, I might add, on the
people of Tennessee. And because TVA
dared to question its wisdom, TVA has
been under attack.

I might say, Mr. President, I have
visited the Shawnee plant at TVA., I
looked at other installations. I have
been at installations which were supply-
ing power to the great Oak Ridge plant
of the AEC. I know something of the
“blood, sweat, and tears,” if I may use
that term, which TVA has invested in its
efforts to keep the power supply abreast
of AEC’s expanding load. I know some-
thing of the relationship between the two
agencies, and I think it unworthy of AEC
to be a party to this attack to undermine
and discredit the TVA.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my distinguished
friend, the Senator from Montana, for
a question.

Mr. MURRAY. I have been wonder-
ing what the attitude of the businessmen
and the business organizations of the
Tennessee Valley is with reference to this
matter. I remember visiting there a
year ago, and I found at that time that
the people of that area were unanimous
in their approval of the TVA. Small-
business men, and big-business men as
well, expressed their appreciation of the
work of the TVA. I am wondering now
how those businessmen there——

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, may we
have order? We cannot hear the dis-
tinguished Senator ask the questions.
Senators are talking with each other on
the floor of the Senate. It seems to me
they ought to be told to go to the cloak-
room if they want to talk, instead of
doing so on the floor. We cannot hear
the distinguished Senator because of
conversations all around us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. MURRAY. Iwas wondering what
the attitude of the businessmen and the
chambers of commerce and the different
business institutions in the Tennessee
Valley is on this matter.

Mr. HILL. I may say to my distin-
guished friend from Montana that a few
days ago I placed in the body of the
Recorp a resolution passed by an asso-
ciation representing large-business men,
what we might call medium-sized-busi-
ness men and small-business men, as well
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as farmers, laboring men, professional
workers, and people generally. That
resolution, together with a letter, was
sent to the President of the United
States, protesting the signing of the con-
tract, and urging that the contract not
be signed, saying very frankly that they,
the power consumers of the Tennessee
Valley, who need this power so much,
whose future economy and future growth
and prosperity depend in such large
measure upon obtaining the power,
would rather face a shortage of power
and be denied the power they need and
should have than to have the contract
signed.

Mr. MURRAY. Has no action been
taken on that petition?

Mr. HILL. That protest letter, or pe-
tition, was addressed to the President of
the United States. If any action has
been taken I have not heard of it. I
think if there had been any action taken
of any consequence, the Senator from
Montana and the Senator from Alabama
would have been advised of such action.

Mr. President, earlier I have referred
to the charge that the TVA has been
overcharging the Atomic Energy Com-
mission. I am sorry that my distin-
guished friend, the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FuLerIGHT], is not on the
floor at this time, for I had advised him
that I was going to address the Senate.
He was among others who evidently were
misled and misinformed about this mat-
ter, and have made the charge that the
TVA overcharged the Atomic Energy
Commission. Iam sure the Senator from
Arkansas never would have made that
charge if he had had the correct infor-
mation. There is nothing I deplore
more than the misleading and indefensi-
ble statements by both the Bureau of
the Budget and the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, thus giving Senators such
erroneous and false information.

Mr. President, in the debate it was said
by the Senator from Arkansas that—

One must conclude that what the TVA has
been doing is billing the AEC high charges
and giving the benefit of profits therefrom
to the city of Memphis and other purchasers
in the local area. I see no other explanation
for it (p. 9643, col. 3, and p. 9644, col. 1).

He bolstered his charge by endeavoring
to compare the cost of power sold by TVA
at wholesale to the city of Memphis with
the charges of the power sold to AEC by
TVA.

Mr, President, I know the Senator from
Arkansas is no expert on rates. I am
no expert on rates, either, although I
have endeavored to be a close student of
matters affecting TVA since that agency
was created. However, I know enough
to know that rate schedules are com-
plicated matters; that power to industry
is sold under different rates than the
rates for power sold for resale to farms
and domestic consumers. I know a little
about the load factor; and it seemed to
me that the proper comparison was be-
tween loads of like characteristics; that
the costs of energy supplied by TVA from
its Shawnee plant should be compared
with the costs of energy supplied to the
same AEC facilities by the Joppa plant,
across the river, owned by EEI, It would
make sense to me to compare the cost
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of TVA power delivered to Paducah from
Shawnee with the cost of the power that
OVEC, for example, will deliver to AEC's
facilities at Portsmouth. It made sense
to me that the cost of power to AEC from
Shawnee should be compared with the
cost of power to AEC from Dixon-Yates.
Such a comparison had been made. It
was made by the AEC and representa-
tives of the Bureau of the Budget. It
showed that the excess annual cost to
AEC would be at least $2,923,000 a year,
Those comparisons are valid.

I felt, too, that I would not shed any
crocodile tears over possible overcharges
for Shawnee power, when AEC refused to
give up its contract with TVA, to accept
the substitute proposal of Dixon-Yates.
If TVA was charging so much, why would
AEC be so anxious to hang on to the
contract?

I knew the charge that TVA was giv-
ing the benefit of the profits from its
ALEC contract to the city of Memphis
was not true, for TVA had with the city
of Memphis a contract for more than a
decade before there were any AEC facili-
ties at Paducah. During more than 20
years of operation, TVA has earned a net
return for the Government, averaging
about 4 percent every year on the invest-
ment in the TVA power system. Such
a return was earned in the years before
there were atomic energy plants, and in
the years when the purchases of TVA
power by AEC were relatively small. The
vast increase in TVA's power commit-
ments to AEC has not materially affected
the return on investment figure, sta-
bilized before AEC was an important
factor among TVA’s power consumers.
The return has varied from year to year
with weather conditions, but there is no
indication that it has varied with sales
to AEC.

I knew that was the general situation;
but, just to be sure, I checked with TVA.
I checked the peculiar comparison with
Memphis. I was told that the figures
were in error; that this month, for ex-
ample, power is being delivered to Pa-
ducah from Shawnee at a cost of 3.56
mills per kilowatt-hour. That is less,
not more, than the per kilowatt-hour
cost of 3.88 mills quoted as the cost of
power sold at wholesale by TVA to Mem-
phis. I was warned by TVA, however,
that such a comparison was meaningless
as a measure of the equity of entirely
different rate schedules. I wasreminded
that the wholesale rates established in
TVA’s contract with Memphis and with
all its other distributors were fixed to
achieve the objectives of the TVA stat-
ute—namely, to encourage the wide-
spread use of electricity, “particularly by
the domestic and rural consumers.”

Mr. President, I had something to do
with the writing of that act, for I in-
troduced the bill in the House of Repre-
sentatives, and I sat on the conference
committee, and I was one of those who
urged that Congress write into the bill
the very requirement to encourage the
widespread use of electricity, particularly
the use of electricity by the domestic
and rural consumers. It was our aim
and the aim of all the Congress, when
that measure was enacted to try to get
power distributed for the benefit of the
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farmers and the domestic consumers, to
get the power into the homes of the peo-
ple of the Tennessee Valley, rather than
to have all the power purchased by per-
haps a few large industrial concerns.

The rates, established long before AEC
was a customer of TVA, were at the
same time intended to be adequate to
cover all the costs of supplying power
to TVA's customers, and, in addition,
to earn a return to the Government on
its investment—a “profit,” according to
the terminology adopted by the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr, FoLericHT]. Cities
and cooperatives do not use large blocks
of power around the clock, as the AEC
does at its installations. The facilities
at Paducah are served by a giant mod-
ern steam plant, constructed by TVA for
the purpose. If Memphis and TVA's
other distributors had loads of the same
characteristics as the AEC load, TVA's
whole rate structure would be different.
Its system would not be the same,

TVA suggested that if it were impor-
tant to make comparisons involving the
city of Memphis, it might be worthwhile
to show what TVA would charge Mem-
phis at wholesale if the city were to pur-
chase power to serve a customer having
the characteristics of AEC’s Paducah in-
stallation. For power purchased for
such a customer Memphis would pay
TVA at wholesale 3.71 mills per kilowatt-
hour. This can be compared with 3.56
mills per kilowatt-hour at which power
is moving from Shawnee to Paducah
this month.

When the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD was
available, I studied the table which my
friend the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FurericHT] had inserted to support his
charge that TVA was overcharging AEC,
because, according to him, AEC was pay-
ing more than the city of Memphis would
pay if the city of Memphis were served
under a contract like the TVA-Paducah
contract. Frankly, the comparison
makes no sense to me. I do not think
the Senator from Arkansas understood
it either. I found that in the middle
column of page 10146 of the REcorp, near
the top the Senator from Arkansas says
plaintively, referring to the differences
between 3.88 mills Memphis actually paid
and the 4.25 mills he thinks they should
have paid, “The difference between these
figures is hard for me to explain.” It
occurred to me that it might be easier
for the Senator to explain his very pecul-
iar formula if it were applied to Arkan-
sas and to the proposed Dixon-Yates
contract. I am glad to report the re-
sults of this odd calculation.

In the House hearings on the TVA
appropriation—pages 2909-2910—Mr.
Moses, chairman of the board of the
Arkansas Power & Light Co., testified
that he sold power wholesale to REA co-
operatives in Arkansas at a rate of 4.94
mills per kilowatt-hour. Now I am pre=
pared to advise the Senator from Arkan=-
sas that if those same cooperatives pur-
chased power under the Dixon-Yates
contract they would pay more than 6
mills a kilowatt-hour, in contrast to the
4,94 mills Mr. Moses says they pay.

Therefore, according to the theory ad-
vanced by the Senator from Arkansas,
the AEC is being overcharged by 20 per-
cent in the Dixon-Yates contract. Under
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the same formula and the same reason-
ing Senator FuLBrIiGHT accused TVA of
overcharging AEC only 9.6 percent, as
shown in the middle column, page 10146.
The whole comparison is nonsense. Rate
schedules are complicated, and dis-
similar loads cannot be compared. But
what is sauce for the goose is sauce for
the gander. The only difference is that
my table deals with a wholesale cus-
tomer in Arkansas, and with Dixon-
Yaies.

To me the fact that power from Shaw-
nee is cheaper power for AEC to buy
than power from Joppa, from OVEC, or
frcm Dixon-Yates, is reasonably con-
vinecing. The fact that the AEC did not
choose to drop its Shawnee contract is
further evidence that the accusation of
“overcharge” is not true, but just to
get the record clear, it may be worth-
while for me to describe, as best as I can,
how the rates for Shawnee power at
Paducah were established.

TVA estimated its construction and
operation as a basis for negotiating a
contract with AEC. To those estimated
costs it added an amount which it ex-
pected would provide a rate of return of
4 percent on the Government capital in-
vested in the plan. At the time the con-
tract was being negotiated, representa-
tives of AEC suggested that TVA should
not include in the rates any amount of
earnings above the actual costs, includ-
inz the cost of money to the Govern-
ment. TVA representatives explained
that in order to make the repayments to
the Treasury which the law requires, and
in order to avoid distorting its financial
performance record by having a dif-
ferent level of earnings on its AEC busi-
ness than its other business, it would be
necessary to establish rates estimated to
provide the 4 percent return. AEC rep-
resentatives knew that the rates were
intended to include this amount above
actual power production costs. They
knew why it was essential.

The Congress requires the TVA to
make certain returns—returns to cover
the cost of interest to the Government,
returns which will pay off or amortize
the cost of TVA power systems within
40 years. The law requires this amorti-
zation. TVA could not escape, whether
it was making a contract with the Atomic
Energy Commission or a contract with
some other Government agency or some
other party.

At the time, AEC's disappointment
that TVA insisted upon fixing the rates
to include a rate of return was some-
what alleviated by the fact that TVA was
offering a firm rate as distinguished from
the EEI contract being negotiated for
power to be produced at Joppa for the
same AEC project at Paducah. EEI's was
a cost-plus contract. By quoting a firm
rate, TVA took a risk. If its costs had
run higher than estimated, if operation
should prove less efficient than antici-
pated, its net earnings would have run
below the hoped for 4 percent. As a
matter of fact, TVA has been able to
construct and operate with sufficient
efficiency so that the firm rates are pro-
viding a little larger net income than
originally estimated. Whatever profits
TVA makes are the property of the Gov-
ernment and go into the Federal Treas=
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ury, as the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, who served for
so long in the House Committee on Ap=-
propriations, so well knows. Such profits
go directly into the Federal Treasury.
TVA’s performance at Shawnee should
be applauded, and not criticized by the
Algomic Energy Commission or anyone
else.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my distinguished
friend from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. Does not the Senator
think it should be recognized that in-
cluded in the rates which TVA has pro-
posed to charge is not only depreciation,
but also a sufficient amount to amortize
the plant within 40 years, plus an addi=-
tional net earning?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is exactly
correct. TVA not only must take care of
operating and maintenance costs and
depreciation costs, but it has been seek-
ing to take care of the cost to the Gov=
ernment for interest on any money the
Government may have borrowed. Asthe
Senator knows, the law itself requires
TVA to pay into the Treasury an amount
of money which, over a period of 40
years, will amortize every dollar of cost
of the TVA power system, and TVA has
done this. The Senator knows that there
have been sharpshooters up and down
the highways and byways seeking to take
a potshot at TVA. There are those who
have wished to criticize and condemn
TVA, but its record of management, its
record of administration, its record of
payments into the Treasury, has been
such that it has largely disarmed its
critics and enemies.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my friend.

Mr. GORE. I think there has been
some confusion—and it seems to me the
confusion has been purposely injected
into the Recorp—as to what is involved
in the additional $3,685,000 a year which
the Dixon-Yates proposal would cost the
taxpayers, over and above the TVA rates.
Some persons have undertaken to sug-
gest that there were some hidden costs
or figures. If the Government were to
buy the power from the Dixon-Yates
combine, and if the Government were to
go through with the proposed Dixon-
Yates contract, what would those pay-
ments involve in addition to the power?

Mr. HILL. I would say to the distin=
guished Senator from Tennessee that
those payments would involve paying for
the operating expenses of the TVA in-
stallations, the maintenance of the in-
stallations, the depreciation charges on
the installations, an amount of money
that would reimburse the Government
for the interest charges on any loans
made for funds for the TVA, and, in ad-
dition to that, such an amount of money
as at the end of 40 years would pay back
to the Treasury—or amortize—all of the
Government’s capital invested in the
TVA power installations.

Mr. GORE. At which time the Gov-
ernment would have recaptured all of
the cost of the plant, and in the mean-
time it would have obtained electricity
for its own use at $3,685,000 less a year
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than it would cost under the Dixon-Yates
proposal.

Mr. HILL. Three million six hundred
and eighty-five thousand dollars less a
year, according to the estimates of the
AEC and the Bureau of the Budget, but
some $51% million less a year according
to the estimates of the TVA.

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator from
Alabama.

Mr, HILL. I am glad the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee asked
that question. I cannot emphasize too
strongly that the cost of $3,685,000 is the
excess cost, the cost each year over and
above what the cost would be if the power
were supplied by the TVA, and it is the
cost estimated by the AEC and the Bu-
reau of the Budget as submitted to the
Joint Committee at the hearings before
the Joint Committee, which cost, as I
say, high as it is, $3,685,000, is not so
high as are the estimates of the TVA,
which carry the cost to $51%2 million in
excess costs each year to the Government
of the United States.

Mr. GORE. However, for the pur-
poses of this debate, those of us who
oppose this outrageous contract, have
taken the figures submitted by the Fed-
eral Power Commission, the Atomic
Energy Commission, and the Bureau of
the Budget, on which they have agreed.
We do not acknowledge that the figures
are sufficiently high, but for the purposes
of this debate we accept those figures.

Mr. HILL. The Senator is exactly
right. For the purposes of this debate,
we accept those figures, which run to a
total of approximately $92 million over
a 25-year period. Of course, that does
not include the interest which a good
businessman would count in, too, because
he would have an investment of $3,635,-
000, and for the remaining 24 years he
would be entitled to a certain income in
the form of interest. The exact figure,
according to the estimates of the AEC
and the Bureau of the Budget, is
$92,125,000.

As I say, any good businessman, or
any banker, considering this maitter,
would not think only of $92 million, but
of the interest the $3,635,000 would draw
for the period of this contract, that is,
the first $3,685,000 drawing interest for
24 years, the next $3,675,000 drawing
interest for 23 years, and so on down
the line.

Mr. GORE. That is how I have
figured it.

Mr. HILI. ZLooking back on the per-
formance of TVA and EEI, the Atomic
Energy Commission might well wish that
it had insisted on a firm price from EEI,
as well as from TVA. Had such a firm
price been obtained, and had EEI built
the Joppa plant for less than its esti-
mates, I am sure AEC would not be
whining about an overcharge. Instead,
possibly in part because EEI was not
bound by a firm price, but had a cost-
plus contract, AEC is having to pay a
great deal more for the EEI power than
had been estimated and than TVA power
is costing.

I am sorry that the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. FuLericHT] is not on the
floor. I advised him that I was going to
speak. He even sat by me, and I told
him that I was going to address the
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Senate. After he made his speech mak-
ing the charge that the TVA was over-
charging AEC, he later made another
statement, He evidently realized that
his first charge was not borne out by the
record and that he had been very much
misinformed. He repeated the state-
ment about an overcharge, but this time
he was not discussing the power from
Shawnee, This time AEC had evidently
provided him with fizures which based
the accusation of an overcharge on the
costs paid by AEC for interim power
purchased for their use by TVA in fiscal
1953.

The allegation of an overcharge is a
serious accusation. It impugns the in-
tegrity of the TVA power program and
goes to the very question of the honesty
of its management. AEC should not
make such a charge or accusation with-
cut full and meticulous documentation.
Yet, as I understand the evidence pre-
sented, the only basis for the charge is
the fact that TVA charged the AEC an
average of more than 8 mills per kilo-
watt-hour for nearly 1 billion kilowatt
hours, which it had delivered to the
Paducah AEC plant during fiscal 1953.

I emphasize the fact that it is interim
power that I am talking about. During
the same period, AEC calculates that
TVA paid an average of about 5 mills
per kilowatt-hour for 224 billion kilo-
watt-hours purchased and received by
interchange from other systems.

The arrangements under which power
systems purchase interim power from
other systems, under special contracts or
interchange agreements, are highly tech-
nical. The Senate is hardly a body of
power supply engineers or rate analysts.
Surely I claim no such encomium.
Neither, for that matter, does the gen-
eral manager of AEC appear to qualify
as an expert in these subjects. If he
were an expert he would not draw the
conclusions he appears to draw from the
meager evidence available to him.

These are the facts, as I now get them
and know them. During the fiscal year
1953, nearly all of the power delivered
by TVA to Paducah—the AEC plant—
must have been brought in from some
distance, for the first unit in the Shaw-
nee steam plant began operating in
April, and the second in June, just be-
fore the end of the fiscal year. Mr.
Nichols was talking about the total
amount of energy delivered by TVA to
Paducah during the entire year. A little
of it came from Shawnee, but most of
it came from other sources.

I do not know from what source it
came. The general manager of the
Atomic Energy Commission does not
know.

AEC fails to realize that TVA bought
and sold power in day-to-day transac-
tions with its neighbors long before the
Paducah plant was started. They read
TVA’s 1953 annual report and assume
that all the power delivered at Paducah
was purchased by TVA from other sys-
tems. They assume that all the power
delivered to Paducah was not only pur-
chased, but purchased at the average
rate TVA paid for all power brought in
from other systems. 'TVA bought nearly
three times as many kilowatt-hours dur=
ing the year as it delivered to Paducah.
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Most of the energy was probably ob-
tained, as it was before AEC’'s Paducah
plant was built, to help firm up TVA's
hydropower in the normal course of
operations.

I wonder if the AEC is certain that the
power delivered to Paducah was pur-
chased from other systems. Are they
certain that none of it came from TVA's
old Nacshville steam plant which was
operated in fiscal 1953 at a cost of nearly
11 mills per kilowatt-hour?

This interim power may not have been
available to TVA. As we know, interim
power is power bought overnight, so to
speak, on a temporary bhasis. If such
power were not available, the only thing
TVA could do to meet the pcwer require-
ments of the AEC would be to operate,
for the time being, its high-cost Nash-
ville steam plant.

Does AEC know that no power deliv=
ered at Paducah came from the old
World War I steam plant at Wilson Dam,
operated at a cost of more tlL.an 8 mills
per kilowatt-hour in 1953? Does the
General Manager of AEC know whether
the Paducah operation received any
power from TVA’s Hales Bar steam
plant? It cost TVA nearly 8 mills per
kilowatt-hour to operate that plant.
The 1953 annual report, which shows
these costs—page 25 of the appendix—
also shows that the kilowatt-hours pro-
duced by these three old steam plants
equaled half the kilowatt-hours TVA de-
livered to Paducah. Certainly TVA
would never have operated such old
plants and incurred these high costs un-
less some special circumstances required
it.

TVA was to supply this power to AEC.
AEC needed the power and had to have
it, and, if necessary, TVA had to use
the old high-cost steam plants to pro=
vide the power.

To document the serious accusation
one would need to know the source of en-
ergy for every kilowatt-hour delivered
by TVA. He would need to know how
much it cost TVA to generate the energy
or to purchase it. He would need to know
what transmission losses had been and
what transmission costs were.

He would need to know how much
power TVA lost in transmitting it; how
long a distance the power had to be
transmitted.

If one knew all these things and dis-
covered that the cost to AEC had been
unreasonably above the cost to TVA, one
would have a case. But there is no case,
TVA’s rate of return in 1953 went down,
not up.

Mr. President, as we know, averages
are tricky in a good many kinds of com-
putations. It all depends upon where
we start and how we start, how we travel,
and how much parallel there is between
the subjects being compared. Without
any reflection upon anyone, I never in-
dulge in figures without thinking of what
Disraeli, the great Prime Minister of
Great Britain, said when he declared,
“There are statistics and statistics and
statistics, and then there are ordinary
liars.” So it all depends, as we say in
logic, upon the premise from whence we
start.

Far as I am from being an expert, I
would know better than to make charges
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relating to utility costs and prices on
the basis of average costs of large quan-
tities of power obtained from a variety
of sources at various times and under
different contracts.

My distinguished friend from Missis-
sippi [Mr. STeNNis] knows that a severe
drought is afflicting our section today.
Not only is our corn burning up, not only
are many of our other crops burning up,
not only are our fields dry, but many
of our rivers and streams are low in
water. What does that mean? When
we have rain and have plenty of water,
our reservoirs are filled.

No, Mr. President, we cannot make
comparisons with average costs of large
quantities of power obtained from a va-
riety of sources at various times and un-
der different contracts.

I have said before, and I repeat, that
the TVA makes payments equivalent to
tax payments, 5 percent of the gross
revenue on all power sold except on
power sold to the Government or to some
agency of the Government. How can we
compare a rate which does not have to
pay 5 percent out of gross revenues with
a rate on power going fo some private
industry or domestic consumer on which
a tax of 5 percent or its equivalent is
paid?

Mr. President, the fiscal year 1953
ended more than 13 months ago. The
fiscal year 1954 ended about a month
ago. Yet the first comment relating to
any suggestion of overcharges by TVA
was made when General Nichols was
testifying in favor of the Dixon-Yates
proposal before the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy last month. It would
seem that to discredit TVA has now be-
come the line for those who advocate
that the combine headed by Mr. Dixon
and Mr. Yates should supplant TVA as
a power supplier for Memphis and the
surrounding area. But there again the
TVA's distinguished and fine record
cannot be discredited by such factics.

Mr, President, I spoke earlier of the
document circulated by the Bureau of
the Budget.

. Ifind as an argument against the Ful-
ton plant proposed by TVA, in lieu of the
Dixon-Yates West Memphis, Ark., plant,
this remarkable statement on page 3 of
a document circulated by the Bureau of
the Budget:

Further, the Fulton steam plant would be
on the periphery of the TVA area, 80 miles
outside the Tennessee River Basin. As the
President indicated at his press conference,
the question whether the Government
should continue to construct plants on the
periphery of the basin, contemplating de-
livery of power far beyond the TVA area, in-
volves & major question of public policy
which was and is under study by the admin-
istration. A feasible alternative to imme=
diate construction of the Fulton plant by
TVA would provide time for completing the
study of this question.

In my judgment, this quotation from
the document of the Budget Bureau goes
to the heart of the problem. All the
rest is smokescreen. The AEC knows
perfectly well that it has not been over-
charged. The AEC knows perfectly well
that no question of power replacement
is proposed. Those contentions are parts
of the smokescreen to protect AEC, so
that they can undertake their attempted
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illegal action of signing this outrageous
contract, concealing the real purpose,
which is to dismember the TVA power
service area, and to destroy TVA.

Mr. President, I had been speaking of
the unusual, preposterous, misleading
document of the Bureau of the Budget.
I call attention to one more paragraph
of the document, together with other
comments made by persons close to the
administration, indicating that the
Bureau of the Budget and the President
of the United States are under the im-
pression that the public policy estab-
lished in the act creating TVA contem-
plated that all the power produced by
TVA should be used in the watershed of
the Tennessee Valley. That is a very
serious mistake, I may say, as one of
those who participated in the writing of
the act, who introduced the bill in the
House, and was a member of the com-
mittee of conference.

The boundaries of the TVA power
service area are not now and never have
been intended to be identical with the
boundaries of the watershed. Every
Senator knows that a watershed varies.
At one point it may be very broad or
very wide; at another place it may be
very narrow. Particularly is that true
in a State which has mountains and high
hills, as do many of the States in the
Tennessee Valley area. The Allegheny
Mountains really come down and finally
slope off through North Carolina, north
Georgia, Tennessee, and into north Ala-
bama. In north Alabama there are
mountains and hills.

Many communities, farmers’ coopera-
tives, and REA’s outside the watershed
are served by power from TVA. Many
communities inside the watershed—and
mark this—are served, not by TVA, but
by private companies.

TVA’'s power service area was deter-
mined, within the limits prescribed in
the law, by the location of the munici-
palities and cooperatives which gquali-
fied under the requirements laid down in
the law to receive service. If commu-
nities in the watershed did not wish serv-
ice, it was not forced upon them. It
was not forced upon them in the begin-
ning, and it is not forced upon them now.

It is true, insofar as the construction
of multipurpose dams is concerned, that
TVA is confined to the Tennessee River
and its tributaries. It could not, without
a change in its basic law, undertake to
construct and operate dams on the Cum-
berland, the Ohio, the Mississippi, or any
other river, The Cumberland is another
river in Tennessee. The Tennessee and
the Cumberland are so close together, so
nearly parallel each other in Tennessee,
that they are known in that State as the
Twin Rivers.

Congress never intended that the ben-
efits of the Tennessee River system
should be confined solely to the people
living in the Tennessee Valley or water=
shed. In the basic act Congress clearly
directed that power should be made
available to people within transmission
distance of a hydroelectric dam. That
might mean some people in the valleys
some distance from the dam, while other
people, on the other side of the valley,
g}ght be much closer to the dam, as we
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Tupelo, the first customer to get TVA
power, was outside the Tennessee Valley
watershed, but within transmission dis-
tance of Wilson Dam, on the Tennessee
River.

By the way, Wilson Dam was not built
by the Tennessee Valley Authority; it
was built under section 124 of the Na-
tional Defense Act of 1916. Construc-
tion was started during World War I
and was finished after World War I by
the Corps of Engineers, not by the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority.

The fact that the Fulton steam plant
is proposed to be located outside the
Tennessee River Basin does not mean,
as the Budget pretends to believe, that
TVA is “contemplating delivery of power
far beyond the TVA area.” The Budget
knows better than that. The Fulton
plant is proposed, as the Budget knows,
to meet the growing needs of the TVA’'s
existing power service area, but only to
meet the needs of the existing power
service area. The Fulton plant is pro-
posed to meet an expansion in load, not
an expansion in territory.

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. The only effort involved,
then, to invade the territory of an estab-
lished service area is by means of the
proposed Dixon-Yates contract to invade
the TVA service area. Is not that cor=
rect?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is exactly
right. There is but one proposal for
invasion, and that is the proposal of
the Dixon-Yates private power monopoly
combine to invade TVA area, an area
which TVA had almost from the very
beginning, which it has served year after
year after year.

The Senator from Tennessee knows,
as well as I do, that the TVA has been
scrupulous, not only in carrying out the
law, but in being careful not in any
way to invade or impinge upon territory
beyond its existing boundaries. As the
Senator has said, there is a proposed
invasion, surely, but that proposed inva-
sion is not on the part of the TVA. It
is a proposal by the private power
monopoly combine to invade the TVA
territory.

Mr. GORE. Then the peace in the
valley, to which the late Wendell Willkie
referred with respect to the 1939 act,
which stabilized the service areas in that
territory, is being disturbed, not by the
TVA, but by the private power trust?

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Ten-
nessee is exactly correct. As he so well
knows, and as he has suggested by his
question, Mr. Wendell Willkie, at that
time head of the Commonwealth &
Southern, which was then the holding
company for the power companies in the
southeast, worked out with the Govern-
ment an arrangement whereby TVA
would be left its existing service terri-
tory. The Commonwealth & Southern,
the holding company, was well paid for
the interest it had anywhere in that
territory. That was the arrangement
which was worked out at that time to
compensate the private power company,
in order that the TVA might carry on

within that service territory.
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Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, will the Senator from
Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL. Iyield tothe Senator from
South Carolina.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Does the Senator from Alabama think
that the Dixon-Yates contract will in any
way interfere with the TVA?

Mr. HILL. I think it is the first step
looking toward the dismemberment and
the destruction of the TVA. As I have
often said, there has been only one trou-
ble with the TVA—it has done its job too
well. It has given to us a yardstick that
has worked, a yardstick that has been
fair and honest, and a yardstick that has
brought down the power rates of the
power companies,

Above everything else on earth, what
the private-power monopoly seeks to do
is destroy the TVA and the TVA yard-
stick, and the private-power monopoly
knows that to be so. If the monopoly
can ever put the TVA in such a position
that it will be dependent on the private-
power monopoly for the power the TVA
must have for its consumers, then and
there the yardstick will be destroyed and
the TVA will be destroyed.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to the Senator from
South Carolina.

Mr, JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I understand President Eisenhower is
advocating this proposal.

Mr. HILL. He is not only advocating
it; he sent a directive, over the opposi-
tion and the protest of 3 of the 5 mem-
bers of the Commission, ordering the
members of the Commission to sign the
proposed Dixon-Yates contract.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Is that not in direct contradiction to
what President Eisenhower advocated
when he was campaigning for the Presi-
dency of the United States?

Mr. HILL. There is no question about
that. The proposal is absolutely in con-
tradiction.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Did he not make a statement in regard
to the TVA at that time?

Mr. HILL. Yes. This is what the
President, who was then a candidate,
said:

If I am elected President, TVA will be
operated and maintained at maximum efi-
ciency. I have taken a keen appreciation
of what it has done and what it will be able
to continue to do in the future. Under the
new administration TVA will continue to
serve and to promote the prosperity of this
great section of the United States.

I inform my friend, the Senator from
South Carolina, that that is the wording
in a telegram sent by the President, then
the candidate, to the editors of the
Knoxville News-Sentinel and the Mem-
phis Press-Scimitar 2 days before elec-
tion day in 1952.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
He was talking out of the left side of his
mouth then. Now he is talking out of
the right side. Right or left, he cer-
tainly changed the sides of his mouth
from which he was talking.

Mr, HILL. I will say to my distin-
guished friend from South Carolina that
the President’s actions have not in any
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way squared with the promise he made
the people of Tennessee on the ev= of
his election in November of 1952, The
Senator from South Carolina will recall
that, unlike what happened in his State
of South Carolina and in my State of
Alabama, the people of Tennessee voted
for President Eisenhower, and I think it
would be difficult to overestimate the
tremendous persuasion and the over-
riding influence of this promise the Pres-
ident made the people of Tennessez 48
hours before they marched to the polls
and voted for him.

Mr. President, as I have said, the Ful-
ton plant is proposed to meet expansion
in load, not expansion in territory. As
a matter of fact, there has been no par-
ticular expansion of the TVA territory
in latter years. The Senator referred
to 1939. That is the year when we
hoped and sought to bring peace in the
valley, and when we paid a handsome
sum to the remaining interest of the pri-
vate power companies in the State of

. Tennessee.

As we all know, TVA has built a num-
ber of steam plants, and not one of them
has resulted in any expansion of TVA
territory, and not one of them was built
with any thought or contemplation that
there would be an expansion of TVA ter-
ritory. Apparently, however, this is the
question the President and the Bureau of
the Budget propose to study. A study of
the applicable provisions of the statute
and TVA’'s performance under the
statute would take only a few hours of
time.

Oh, if I could only get the President
and the Bureau of the Budget to read
the TVA statute, If I could only get
the General Manager of the Atomic En-
ergy Commission to read the TVA stat-
ute. It would not take long to read that
statute. It would take just a few min-
utes to read it, and it would give them a
chance to try to understand something
about TVA, about its territory, about its
duties, about its responsibilities.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question? -

Mr. HILI.. I yield to the distinguished
Senator from Oregon for a question.

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct in suppos=
ing that the expressed desire of the Sen-
ator to have the President read the stat-
ute is based on the assumption that the
Senator thinks there might be on the
part of the President openmindedness
and the possibility of changing his opin-
ion with regard to the giveaway proposed
in the contract?

Mr. HILL. I am not optimistic about
the giveaway. The Senator from Oregon
must not charge me with undue opti-
mism. But surely, if we could get the
President to read the statute, we might
at least have a faint ray of hope that
he would remember the promise he made
to the people of Tennessee 48 hours be-
fore they voted for him for President,
and at least accord a little more enlight-
ened consideration to TVA.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL, Iyield to the Senator from
Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. According to the press,
the President said he had ordered the
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signing of the 25-year contract in order
that he might have time to study it
Perhaps the President is going to study
it a long time.

Mr. HILL. Is the Senator implying
that perhaps he is going to study it for
25 years?

Mr. GORE. No.

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Ten-
nessee knows that after a 25-year con-
tract is signed, even though one might
study it for 25 years, he could not do
anything about it.

Mr. GORE. The time to study it is
before the contract is signed.

Mr. HILL. Yes; before the contract
is signed.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL. Iyield to the Senator from
Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, am I to
understand from the observations of the
Senator from Alabama with respect to
his hope that the President might
change his present position regarding
the contract, because of a promise he
made during the campaign to the peo-
ple of Tennessee, that if there is some
hope that the President might do that
in respect to the people of Tennessee,
then there is hope that he might change
his position on the farm question, in
view of the promises he made during the
campaign not only once but many times

.with respect to parity?

Mr. HILL. No; I say to my distin-
guished friend, the Senator from Ore-
gon, that with all my love and loyalty
to the people of Tennessee, I do not
indulge myself in any such optimism—
even in my fondest hopes—as to believe
that the people of Tennessee will enjoy
such a preferred status.

Mr. President, consumers of TVA
power have a right to fear that the study
proposed would not be a study of the
facts, but would be a study of how a
series of arrangements like the Dixon-
Yates proposal can be contrived to deny
TVA power to all consumers living out-
side the watershed itself. A policy of
shrinking TVA's service area and con-
fining it to the customers living within
the watershed and presently receiving
service would not carry out the public
policy established by the Congress in the
TVA Act. The adoption of this new
policy would mean dismemberment of
the TVA system. It would be a prelude
to destruction.

The President and the Bureau of the
Budget may underestimate the dimen-
sions of the problem they have assumed,
Nashville is not in the Tennessee water-
shed, although it is a customer of TVA.,
Memphis is not in the Tennessee Valley
itself. In EKentucky, only 10,000 of a
total of 85,000 TVA power consumers live
in the Tennessee Valley. In Mississippi,
only 5,000 of the 138,000 consumers of
TVA power live in the watershed; the
rest—133,000—reside outside the area the
Bureau of the Budget thinks Congress
intended to favor. Alabama would be
less drastically affected if such a revi-
sion of the TVA power service area were
attempted by action of the Executive.
150,000 consumers in Alabama use power
from the TVA system, and 125,000 live in
the watershed; only 25,000, outside; but
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in Tennessee, the State having the larg-
est number of consumers—a total of
920,000—445,000 live in the watershed,
and 475,000 live outside it. More than
half of Tennessee’s consumers are men-
aced by the study of the President and
the Bureau of the Budget, if the implica-
tions of this memorandum are under-
stood. In Georgia, where there are
about 25,000 consumers of TVA power,
half of them live out of the valley. As
a matter of fact, it is only in North Caro-
lina and Virginia, where very small
areas are served, that the TVA power
service area falls within the boundaries
of the watershed.

The intent of the act creating TVA was
clear, Power was to be made available
to the communities which wanted to be
served by TVA and were within trans-
mission distance of a dam on the Ten-
nessee River or one of its tributaries.

Mr. President, we hear much, these
days, about partnership arrangement.
The people of this area have a partner-
ship arrangement with their Govern-
ment. On the basis of that partnership
and on the basis of their faith in the
good faith of their Government, they
have invested approximately $400 million
of their own funds in distribution sys-
tems and lines to make this partnership
effective. They are asking the Govern-
ment to keep faith with them in this
partnership.

The preoccupation of the Bureau of
the Budget with the watershed, as dis-
tinguished from the power service area,
raises an interesting question. Indiffer-
ent apparently to the right of self-de-
termination of the communities which
voted to receive power from TVA, is the
Bureau of the Budget likewise to be in-
different to the wishes of the communi-
ties in the watershed which did not vote
to take power from TVA, and which are
now customers of private utility com-
panies? Most of the Tennessee water-
shed in Virginia and North Carolina is
in the service area of private power com-
panies. Are they threatened by the acci-
dent that their service area lies within
the watershed, as municipalities and
rural cooperatives receiving power from
TVA, but located outside the watershed,
are menaced by the novel “public policy”
now suggested by the Bureau of the
Budget?

One hundred and forty-eight publicly
owned systems, having a total invest-
ment today of about $400 million, have
entered into long-term contracts with
TVA for power service. There is nothing
obscure about the history and the record.
But the Bureau of the Budget, pooling
its lack of knowledge with misinforma-
tion current in high places, now assumes
that the TVA power system never was
intended to go beyond the river basin,
and that they must study ways to get
it back within the boundaries they con-
sider proper. They are saying to 475,000
customers who live in Tennessee, to 133,-
000 customers who live in Mississippi, to
25,000 in Alabama, and 75,000 in Ken-
tucky. “You are not to be considered

eligible to receive power from TVA in
the future. You qualified under the TVA
Act; you made your investments; you
entered into a contract with your Gov-
ernment in good faith; but your wishes

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

are to be ignored. You must become a
customer of someone like Mr. Dixon and
Mr. Yates, and AEC will take over the
responsibility for arranging the con-
tracts.”

Mr. President, let us carefully con-
sider this contract, and the admission
that the Atomic Energy Commission was
proceeding without authority, without
power, to what would have been an il-
legal and unlawful contract. Let us
contemplate that now the amendment
of the Senator from Michigan would
open wide the door—or, to use the ex-
pression used the other day by the Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. Morse], would
in fact, remove the entire side of the
house, to permit more and more and
more sueh Dixon-Yates contracts, up to
an extent of power 5 times as great as
the amount involved in the Dixon-Yates
proposal. Let us contemplate that pros-
titution of this most delicate and vital
agency, this agency of the very greatest
importance to the defense of the coun-
try and also to its peacetime economy.
Let us contemplate the proposition not
only of destruction of the integrity and
independence of this agency, but also
the invitation and the opening wide the
door for the destruction of the independ-
ence and integrity of all other independ-
ent agencies. Let us also contemplate
all the conditions of the contract, as
brought out so brilliantly, as I have said,
by the distinguished junior Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel—that is to
say, that—among other defects—there
would be no competition; and, Mr.
President, let me say that if there is any-
thing the Senate and the House of Rep~
resentatives have insisted upon, it is
that wherever possible there shall be
competition. However, in this case there
is not only to be no competition, but the
confract is proposed, and the proposal
is written, for only one combine, namely,
the Dixon-Yates private monopoly
combine.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield at this point
for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, SaL-
TONSTALL in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Alabama yield to the Senator
from Oregon?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my friend, the
Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from
Alabama agree with me that in using
descriptive language for the bill and the
contract that is encompassed by it, it
probably would be more accurate to de-
scribe it as a stick of legislative dyna-
mite destroying the people’s interest in a
sound public power program for the
Nation, rather than to use the old figure
of speech that was used the other day,
when reference was made to closing the
barn door after all the horses were
stolen?

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Oregon
is entirely correct; he could not be more
correct. Let me say that no one has
given more study and more thought to
this subject, or has spoken with greater
eloquence or more compellingly on the
whole matter of our power policy, than
has the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. President, when we consider all
these things—the unusual situation and
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the unprecedented preference and fa-
voritism—almost scandalous favoritism,
in fact—provided in the tax portions of
the Dixon-Yates proposal; when we
think about the inereased burden placed
upon the taxpayers by means of the
excess cost to them if the Dixon-Yates
proposal is signed into a contract, then
I say, Mr. President that not only can
there be no justification, but there can-
not be even the barest excuse for signing
the contract, unless it is shown to be
absolutely necessary in order to advance
the atomic energy program. But I
challenge the proponents of the Dixon-
Yates proposal—either here in the Sen-
ate or otherwise—to show one iota of
necessity or the slimest, barest excuse
for the Dixon-Yates proposal as being
necessary to the atomic energy program.
In view of all these facts and the in-
equitous provisions of the contract, I
challenge them to show that such a con-
tract could, in any way, shape, fashion,
or form, be to the best interests of the
United States or of the people of the
United States.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, first I
wish to compliment my distinguished
colleague from Alabama for his masterly
presentation of this highly important
subject. He has rendered a distinct
service to the Nation and to the world.

Mr. HILL. I thank the Senator.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I send
to the desk and ask to have printed and
lie on the table an amendment in the
form of a complete substitute for S. 3690,
the pending omnibus revision of the
Atomic Energy Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received, printed,
and will lie on the table.

Mr. LEHMAN. My proposal, Mr.
President, is not an omnibus substitute.
It does not undertake to strike down and
completely rewrite present law. My bill
gives full credit to the assurance of
President Eisenhower in his message of
February 17 of this year, that the present
law, the McMahon Act, is still adequate
to the Nation's needs.

My proposed substitute follows the
recommendations of President Eisen-
hower in giving priority to certain re-
visions in present law designed to facili-
tate the exchange of atomic informa-
tion, both on the military and on the
peacetime uses of atomic energy, with
foreign countries—chiefly our allies and
friends. It also authorizes freer access
to atomic information for our own citi-
zens, private organizations, institutions,
and enterprises.

My bill is primarily designed to meet
the urgent need for fuller cooperation
with our allies in the military sphere,
and fuller cooperation with all friendly
nations in the use of atomic energy for
industrial, technological, and nonmili-
tary purposes.

This is an immediate need, attested to
by President Eisenhower and by the
Atomic Energy Commission. This is a
need which should be met by legislation
enacted at this session of Congress.

To meet this need, I propose a sub-
stitute which was drafted by the Atomie
Energy Commission, approved by Presi-
dent Eisenhower, and submitted by him
to the Congress in support of his special
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message of February 17. I feel that
President Eisenhower's recommenda-
tions were sound, and that the amend-
ment he submitied should be enacted.
The text of that amendment is to be
found on page 10804 of the CONGRES-
SIONAL REcorD of July 17, 1954.

I have ascertained from members of
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
that President Eisenhower’s suggestions
were not incorporated in the hill re-
ported by the committee. On the con-
trary, the majority of the committee saw
fit to approve provisions which, as far
as I can see, go in exactly the opposite
direction from that urged by the Presi-
dent.

‘We have had some debate, Mr. Presi-
dent, on provisions of the pending bill,
the committee bill, tending to indicate
that there is grave doubt—certainly
many of us have such doubts—as to the
wisdom of some of the complex and even
obscure provisions of the bill dealing
with the peacetime development of
atomic energy in our own country. Many
of these provisions have been described—
I have so described them—as among the
most radical, the most dangerous, the
most repugnant to the public interest—
of any provisions of any bill to come be-
fore us at this session.

In my judgment, Mr. President, the
pending bill is a thinly disguised give-
away bill, which will have the effect of
forfeiting and giving away the public
rights in a priceless public resource—
atomic energy. The Government has
spent $12 billion to unlock the innermost
secrets of the atom, and to harness the
vast power which nature has placed in
the atom.

The monetary value of these secrets
cannot be estimated. They are worth
billions and billions and billions of dol-
lars. They belong to the whole American
people. Indeed they should be shared
with private enterprise. Indeed, the
great private industrial genius of
America should be invited to participate
in the development of the undreamt
potentialities of atomic energy. I can-
not urge that too strongly.

But the Government of the United
States has an inescapable obligation to
safeguard the legitimate interest of the
people in atomic energy—in its peace-
time uses. The sharing with private
enterprise must be undertaken with
every essential safeguard of the public's
rights. We cannot be too cautious in
this regard. The Government must re-
tain full control and full sovereignty
over the peacetime use of atomic energy,
just as the Government must retain full
control and full sovereignty over our
great systems of navigable waters, over
the ether, and over the airspace above us.
These belong to all the people. So does
atomic energy belong to all the people.

I kncw this is a complicated subject—
far too complicated for me fully to com-
prehend in the time that has thus far
been available for the study of the legis-
lation before us. I am continuing to
study it. Every day I am learning new
things about it. I have scores of ques-
tions, and before I am through, I may
have ten times that number—questions
which must be answered before I dare
to give my assent to the legislation
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before us, or to any legislation dealing
with this vast epoch-making subject.

I want all the expert advice and
counsel I can get on this matter. I have
every trust and confidence in the mem-
bers of the Joint Committee, but it can-
not yield my responsibility, as the repre-
sentative of the Senate of the 15 million
people of New York State, to any com-
mittee of the Congress. This bill may
effect a revolution in the economic life
of my State, and of many other States.
This bill may result in the development
of a monopoly over the source of atomic
power that will dwarf any other monop-~
oly in the concept of the mind.

I want to study the licensing provisions
of this bill and the patent provisions. I
will say, frankly, that I do not as of
today even begin to understand all their
implications.

So, Mr. President, I am not ready to
vote on this bill. I will not be ready for
some time to come, and I will not con-
sent to it, if my consent is required.

But I do understand the international
provisions of this bill, at least in part.
What I understand I do not like, and
what I do not understand I suspect.

This bhill, in its international provi-
sions, does not do what the President
recommended. It does the contrary. It
makes practically impossible, in my judg-
ment, what the President recommended
as urgently necessary. It places new re-
strictions on the exchange of atomic
information with our allies. Its provi-
sions dealing with the establishment of
an international atomic pool, as recom-
mended by President Eisenhower, are
mere widow dressing, and are directly
frustrated by other provisions in this
measure.

The bill seems to give authority with
one hand while it takes away with
another.

The bill does nothing more or less than
apply the principle of the Bricker amend-
ment to the negotiation of agreements
and the making of arrangements on
atomic energy.

The requirement is written into the
bill for the submission of any agreement
on this subject, no matter how detailed
or how insignificant to the Congress.
Here in this bill is plainly written and
expressed a mistrust of the President of
the United States. In the bill it is pro-
posed to tie the hands of the President
in the conduct of the foreign relations
of our country in regard to atomic energy.

In the bill we go to the length of re-
quiring the President to obtain the ap-
proval—not the advice or counsel, but
the approval—of the Department of De-
fense in some instances and of the Atomic
Energy Commission in others for the
negotiation of international arrange-
ments and agreements in the atomic-
energy field.

Is not the President the head of the
Defense Department? Is he not the
Commander in Chief of the Armed
Forces? 1Is he not the Chief Officer of
the United States with regard to the
conduct of our foreign relations? Then
why do we give to the Defense Depart-
ment and to the Atomic Energy Com-
mission statutory veto power over his
acts?
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Mr. President, if the President of the
United States negotiates a treaty in the
atomic energy field, he will have to sub-
mit that treaty to the Senate. If he ne-
gotiates an executive agreement of sub-
stance, he will have to come to Congress
to have it implemented. There is no
need, in connection with this bill, to de-
bate the Bricker amendment all over
again. We disposed of that, or so I
thought.

What did President Eisenhower him-
self have to say on this subject in his
special message of February 17? He
said:

Our own security will increase as our allies
gain information concerning the use of and
the defense against atomic weapons.

He was referring, of course, to the pro-
posal embodied in the substitute which
I have just sent to the desk, for the grant
of authority to exchange certain mili-
tary information in the atomic field with
our allies,

Mr. President, I wish to prick a little
balloon which has been floating around
in the public press for the last several
weeks. I am referring to the allegation
that the bill is designed to carry out the
President’s dramatic proposal before the
United Nations last year for the creation
of an international pool of atomic ma-
terial and atomic information, for peace-
ful, industrial, and technological uses.

The committee bill does no such thing.
Nor, Mr. President—and I hope my col-
leagues will listen carefully to what I
have to say, because there is apparently
a widely prevalent misapprehension on
this point—did President Eisenhower de-
sire, recommend, or expect that this bill
would implement his proposal for the
establishment of an atomie pool.

The President said in his message of
February 17:

These recommendations are apart from
my proposal to seek a new basis for interna-
tional cooperation in the fleld of atomic en-
ergy as outlined in my address before the
General Assembly of the United Nations last
December. Consideration of additional legis-
lation which may be needed to implement
that proposal should await the development
of areas of agreement as a result of our dis-
cussions with other nations.

I am deeply perturbed over the allega-
tion that the pending bill implements the
President’s proposals for an interna-
tional atomic pool for peacetime uses. I
am firmly convince that the proposed bill
would do just the opposite.

I believe that the bill now pending
would seriously hamper the President
and the Secretary of State in their cur-
rent negotiations looking toward the
creation of any international pool, and I
believe that the stringent requirements
for working out international agree-
ments, especially the requirements con-
tained in sections 123 and 124, would
make such a concept as an international
pool in which the Soviet Union would
participate utterly impossible.

The President clearly indicated to the
Congress in his message of February 17,
that congressional consideration of leg-
islation which might be needed to imple-
ment his atomic-pool proposal should
“await the development of areas of
agreement as a result of our discussion
with other nations.”

T e ——




1954

As far as I know he has made no fur-
ther recommendations on this subject,
and still is of the opinion that any legis=-
lative action on this front should await
the conclusion of exploratory talks be-
tween this Government and govern-
ments of other nations.

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Pastorel, in his statement of separate
views attached to the report on S. 3690,
has indicated serious question over the
bill’s provisions covering international
cooperation. Representatives HOLIFIELD
and Prick have indicated further reser-
vations.

Representatives HorLiFIELD and PrICE
state that “section 124 appears to us a
premature attempt to legislate in a deli-
cate field where international diplomatic
negotiations are pending.” I agree with
that view.

Mr. President, I believe—and I am
sure many of my colleagues will agree—
that it is essential that we pass some leg-
islation on the subject of international
cooperation in the atomic field.

Here is a bill everybody can support.
It is the one recommended by the Presi-
dent, and drafted by the Atomic Energy
Commission. Let us approve it.

As for the other provisions of the
pending bill, dealing with licenses, pat-
ents, and many other complex phases
of the unexplored field of commercial
development of atomic energy, let us
have time to study the provisions of this
bill. Let the experts in this field study
it. Let the public interest groups study
it. Then let us take time, early in the
next session, for such extensive debates
as will be required, and move on now to
the other essential legislation which
must and should be enacted before we
adjourn.

We must not be stampeded into hasty
action. We must not let the desire to
adjourn betray us into approving that
which is best left for calm, sober, and
careful evaluation. I ask unanimous
consent that the text of my substitute
amendment be printed in the REcorp at
this point in my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SAL-
TONSTALL in the chair). Without objec-
tion it is so ordered, and the amendment
will be received and printed, and will lie
on the table.

The amendment submitted by Mr.
LenmaN is as follows:

On page 1 strike all after the enactment
clause and insert the following:

“Spc. 2. Section 5 (a) (3) (C) of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1046, as amended, is
amended to read as follows:

“(3) Prohibition: It shall be unlawful
for any person to * * *,

- - - L ] L]

**(C) directly or indirectly engage in the
production of any fissionable material out-
side of the United States, except that the
President may authorize the Commission,
in accordance with such conditions as he
may prescribe for the protection of the com-
mon defense and security of the United
States to grant exceptions to this clause

c).’

. “Sec. 3. Section 5 (d) (1) of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, is amended
to read as follows:

“‘(d) General provisions: The Commis-
sion shall not—

“i(1) distribute any fissionable material
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*‘(A) any person for a use which is not
under or within the jurisdiction of the
United States;

“‘(B) any foreign government, except that
notwithstanding any limitation of any pro-
vision of this section the President may au-
thorize the Commission, in accordance with
such conditions as he may prescribe for the

protection of the common defense and secu-"

rity of the United States, to enter into di-
rect arrangements with the governments of
other nations involving the distribution of
fissionable material to such governments for
research or industrial use: Provided, That
no fissionable material shall be distributed
to any foreign government except upon re-
ceipt of assurances from the reciplent gov-
ernment that such material will be used only
for research or industrial purposes and will
not be used for weapons or other military
purposes; or

“*'(C) any person within the TUnited
States if, in the opinion of the Commission,
the distribution of such fissionable material
to such person would be inimical to the com-
mon defense and security.’

“Sgc. 4. Section 10 (a) of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, is amended
to read as follows:

“+(a) Policy: It shall be the policy of the
Commission to control the dissemination of
restricted data in such a manner as to assure
the common defense and security. Consis-
tent with such policy, the Commission shall
be guided by the following principles:

“*(1) That until Congress declares by joint
resolution that effective and enforceable in-
ternational safeguards against the use of
atomic energy for destructive purposes have
been established, there shall be no exchange
of restricted data with other nations, except
that the President may authorize the Com-
mission, in accordance with such conditions
as he may prescribe for the protection of the
common defense and security of the United
States, to enter into arrangements involving
the communication to other nations of—

“*(A) restricted data necessary to assist
other nations in the development of indus-
trial applications of atomic energy for peace-
ful purposes;

#1* (B) restricted data necessary to assist
nations which are participating with the
United States In the defense of the free
world, including regional defense organiza-
tions such as the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, in the development of defense
plans, the training of personnel in the em-
ployment of and defense against atomic
weapons, and the evaluation of the capa-
bilities of potential enemies in the employ-
ment of atomic weapons; and

“¢ (C) restricted data on refining, purifi-
cation, and subsequent treatment of source
materials; reactor development; production
of fissionable materials; health and safety;
and research and development relating to
the foregolng.

“1(2) That the dissemination of scientific
and technical information relating to atomic
energy should be permitted and encouraged
so as to provide that free interchange of
ideas and criticisms which is essential to
scientific progress.”

“Sec. 5. Section 10 (b) (1) of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, is amended
to read as follows:

“¢(1) The term “restricted data” as used
in this section means all data concerning the
theory, design, and manufacture of atomic
weapons, the production of fissionable
material, or the use of fissionable material
in the production of power, but shall not in-
clude any data which the Commission from
time to time determines may be published
without adversely affecting the common de-
fense and security: Provided, That in the
case of data which the Commission and the
Department of Defense jointly determine to
relate primarily to the military utilization
of atomic weapons the determination that
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the data may be published without ad-
versely affecting the common defense and
security shall be made by the Commission
and the Department of Defense jointly:
Provided further, That the Commission shall
remove from the restricted data category
such data as the Commission and the De-
partment of Defense jointly determine to
relate primarily to the military utilization
of atomic weapons and which the Commis-
sion and the Department of Defense jointly
determine can be adequately safeguarded, as
classified defense information, under other
applicable statutes. Action by the Commis-
sion pursuant to the preceding proviso shall
not be regarded as excluding the appli-
cability of any other laws, including sections
793 and 794 of title 18 of the United States
Code.’

“Sec. 6. Section 10 (b) (5) (B) of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended, is
amended by adding the following subsection:

“*(vili) The Commission shall determine
the scope and extent of personnel security
investigations to be made for the Commis-
sion by the Federal Bureau of Investigation
or the Civil Service Commission on the basis
of the nature and significance of the access
to restricted data which will be permitted:
Provided, That nothing in this act shall be
construed as limiting the authority of the
Commission to authorize any contractor,
prospective contractor, licensee, or prospec-
tive licensee of the Commission to permit
any employee of an agency of the Depart-
ment of Defense or of its contractors or
any member of the Armed Forces to have
access to restricted data required in the
performance of his duties where the head
of the appropriate agency of the Department
of Defense or his designee has determined,
in accordance with the established personnel
security procedures and standards of such
agency, that permitting the member or em-
ployee to have access to such restricted data
will not endanger the common defense and
security.”

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
SavTonsTALL in the chair).
tary will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the call of the roll be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(Mr.
The Secre-

APPOINTMENT OF OFFICERS OF
THE REGULAR NAVY AND MA-
RINE CORPS—CONFERENCE RE-
PORT

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I submit a report of the committee of
conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 6725) to
reenact the authority for the appoint-
ment of certain officers of the Regular
Navy and Marine Corps. I ask unani-
mous consent for the present considera=-
tion of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
report will be read for the information
of the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report,
as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 6725) to reenact the authority for the
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appointment of certain officers of the Reg-
ular Navy and Marine Corps, having met
after full and free conference, have agreed
to recommend and do recommend to their
respective Houses as follows: That the Sen-
ate recede from its amendments numbered
1 and 2.

LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,

FranNcCIs CAsE,

James H. DUFF,

JorN C. STENNIS,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

L. C. ARENDS,

PauL W. SHAFER,

Leroy JOHNSON,

= JaMmEes E. VAN ZANDT,

CArL VINSON,

PavL J. KmLpay,

L. MENDEL RIVERS,

Managers on the Part of the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
the House and the Senate conferees met
in full and complete discussion of the
Senate amendments to H. R. 6725, which
were offered on the floor of the Senate by
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. JOHN=-
SON1.

The purpose of the amendments was
to confer on the Board for the Correction
of Naval Records authority to review the
cases of officers of the Navy who were
passed over during the wartime selection
system by panels, as contrasted with
selection boards.

The Senate amendments would also
have provided special relief to two naval
officers, a Commander Rawlins and a
Commander Shanahan.

The House conferees remained ada-
mant, and the Senate conferees were as
unable to prevail with any compromise
language as they were to insist upon the
original language.

It was agreed, however, by all con-
ferees that the original purpose of H. R.
6725 was completely sound, and that a
grave injustice would be done to several
hundred Reserve officers of the Marine
Corps and of the Navy if the bill failed
of enactment.

For the reasons which I have stated,
therefore, the Senate conferees receded
from their amendments and agreed to
the bill as it passed the House.

I may say, in addition that, not only
the Senate conferees, but also the House
conferees, were sympathetic to the fact
that the present Chief of Naval Opera-
tions felt an injustice had been done in
the two cases mentioned and that private
bills, if they were introduced, would be
considered at the next session of the
Congress by the respective committees
in the Senate and the House.

I hope the report will be accepted. It
was unanimously agreed to by the con-
ferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY
ACT OF 1946

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3690) to amend the Atomic
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Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for
other purposes.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from

_South Carolina.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I rise to suggest some safe-
guards of the public interest in electric
power which I feel should be incorpo-
rated into the bill before the Senate
(8. 3690) before its passage. I also de-
sire to call to the attention of the Senate
the relationship of the electric power
provisions of this atomic bill and other
efforts to weaken and destroy the Fed-
eral power policy which has been worked
out over many years.

Mr. President, any bill on atomic ener-
gy which passes this Congress should
protect the more than $11 billion which
the American people have invested in the
atomic energy program. Our people
through their Government have made
this huge investment to harness the atom
for defense and now for peacetime use.
I am in favor of the civilian use of atomic
energy for power development, but I
think it is essential that any amend-
ments of the Atomic Energy Act con-
tinue the present protection of the pub-
lic interest and insure that the benefits
of the Government’s atomic development
program will be available to all the peo-
ple. Above all we cannot permit a
monopoly to be built by the few giant
utility and industrial companies which
have the financial and technical re-
sources at this time.

Mr. President, this bill fails to contain
adequate provisions to insure that the
Atomic Energy Commission will not aover-
step the bounds of its intended functions.
We now have one example of the AEC’s
overstepping its limits to contract for
power from private utilities which the
AEC will not use. We see the AEC
being used to run interference for the
private utilities in their efforts to di-
vide and destroy the Tennessee Valley
Authority.

In the McMahon Act, as amended, the
Commission was given authority to con-
tract for power for use at the Oak Ridge,
Paducah, and Portsmouth AEC installa-
tions. It was not given blanket author-
ity to contract for power to be used by
other parties. In spite of the intent of
the previous legislation and over the
objection of the majority of the Com-
mission, the AEC ic being forced by the
administration to make just such a
contract.

The plan would have the AEC become
a power broker, to buy power which
it does not need, which would be used
several hundred miles from any of the
three sites authorized in the act.

The hearings before the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy indicate the
views of Commissioners Smyth and
Zuckert, “that the present proposal
would create a situation whereby the
AEC would be contracting for power
not one kilowatt of which would be used
in connection with the Commission’s
production activities.”

Not only would the intent of the law
be circumscribed by this contract, but
the taxpayers would be charged with a
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minimum of $90 million mcre than the
same power can be produced for the
AEC by the TVA.

Mr. President, I should like to read
an editorial which appeared in my home-
town newspaper with reference to this
subject. The editorial comes from the
Anderson Independent of June 27, 1954,
from which I read:

As A TaxPAYER, YoU've BEEN ORDERED BY IKE
To BuiLp A POWERPLANT FOR A FEw Tycoons

A private power syndicate, composed of a
few tycoons, wants to build a new $107 mil-
lion powerplant near Memphis, Tenn. This
group is known as the Dixon-Yates syndi-
cate.

Ironically enough, although operating un-
der the banner of “private enterprise,” these
individuals do not wish to risk their own
money on the project. They want the Fed-
eral taxpayers to foot the bill,

This group went to Washington.
sald they wanted:

1. To use the Government's credit to build
the plant.

2. To secure an expensive contract with
;he é\tomic Energy Commission to pay off the

onds.

Then, of course, within the next few years
they would own the plant outright and reap
rich profits from a project built with your
tax dollars. You get nothing for the use
of your money.

What happened when this bold request
was lald before the powers that be?

FPresident Eisenhower ordered that it be
done at once, and he issued the ukase in
the sacred name of “free enterprise.” We
assume that in this case this means that
these fellows are to get for free a power-
Plant, thanks to a little political enterprise.

This kind of thing—dipping into the Pub-
lic Treasury to line the pockets of a favored
few—is common during Republican regimes,
but it must come as a shock to the disciplery
to find the great moral crusader the lead-
ing light in a deal that would make the old
Teapot Dome gang turn green with envy at
the legal finesse.

The AEC doesn’t need the power from the
proposed plant. AEC has an excellent and
economical contract with TVA, which was
built with public funds and which still be-
longs to the people of the United States.

This scheme can be regarded as the first
step in the plan to make TVA ripe for future
“glveaway” to a few individuals at a few
cents on the dollar,

From the standpoint of the Dixon-Yates
syndicate, the present scheme makes Santa
Claus look like Scrooge. They expect to put
up equity capital of 5 percent of total cost
of the plant, something like $5,850,000.
Ordinarily, private utility financing calls for
40 percent equity capital, In this case about
$46,800,000, and 60 percent bonds.

But with Ike giving them a 25-year con-
tract with AEC, the Dixon-Yates outfit will
get by with 5 percent equity capital and
95 percent in money borrowed on Govern=
ment credit.

Now for the kicker: The contract with
Dixon-Yates will cost the AEC (and thus the
taxpayers) $3,600,000 a year more than the
TVA contract. This will amount to more
than £90 million over the 25-year period.

By the way, there is a little proviso
that the contract can be extended for
two 5-year periods, which makes the
total time 35 years, instead of 25 years.

I continue to read:

What is more, it will represent a contribu-
tion by the taxpayers to Dixon-Yates, thus
handing this private group a $107 million
installation for, at most, only $17 million.

An effort will be made by conscientious
Congressmen to block the President’s order.
As Representative HoLiF1ELD puts it, the plan

They
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calls for a free ride for the utilities at the
end of which the private utilities will own
the automobile paid for by the taxpayers.

This is the great moral crusade the Re-
publican Party is giving the United States.

This is from the Anderson Independ-
ent, a great newspaper of South Caro-
line, which always keeps the people in-
formed of what is going on.

This additional cost to the people
might run as high as $140 million over
the 25-year life of the contract. The
AEC admits the cost will be as much as
$90 million while the TVA thinks it will
be nearer $140 million. The adminis-
tration is pledged to a government of
economy but this looks like the people
will pay to improve the economic status
of the private utilities.

Mr. President, it is shocking that an
independent commission set up by the
Congress to administer the atomic en-
ergy program can be made to ignore its
own judgment. It is the body best in-
formed on the subject, and it is most
unfortunate that the reasoned conclu-
sions of this body should be laid aside
at the desire of the administration.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I yield to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is the Senator from
Tllinois correct in his understanding that
the discretionary power of the President
in relation to atomic matters is prima-
rily, indeed almost exclusively, confined
to decisions as to types of weapons,
distribution of information to allies, and
so forth, but that he does not have the
power to dictate the day-to-day policies
of the Atomic Energy Commission in
relationship to the details of ifs opera-
tion?

Mr., JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
In answer to the Senator from Illinois, I
may say that I had always thought, up
until this particular guestion arose, that
it was left to the President of the United
States, as Commander in Chief, to pro-
tect the country, so far as defense was
concerned, and that he could act on
matters affecting it.

But, as the Atomic Energy Commis=
sion is an independent agency, and, as
I had always thought, a nonpolitical
agency, it has a free hand to do what
it thinks best in the development of
atomiec energy, not only for the purposes
of defense, but also for the good of the
Nation.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a further question?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The question hefore
the Senate has nothing whatsoever to do
with the national defense or with the
preparation of weapons; it is simply a
question of whether or not the Memphis
area should be primarily served by TVA
power or by private power. Is not that
correct?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
When the situation is boiled down to its
last analysis, I think that is true. If
does not in any way affect our national
defense.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Really the question
is of no concern to the Atomic Energy
Commission is it?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Not at all. I do not think the Atomic
Energy Commission is trained to do the
type of work which it will be called upon
to do in this particular field.

Mr, DOUGLAS. So this would be the
use of a governmental body for a pur-
pose which was never desired by the
Commission.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is true. It was not created to per-
form any function like this. Its func-
tion was to develop atomic energy—
mostly for the national defense when it
was first brought into existence.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is not the fact that
the terms of the members of the Com-
mission overlap a fairly good indication
of the fact that it was the intention of
Congress to create a nonpolitical Com-
mission?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
There is no doubt whatsoever in my
mind that that was the intention of
Congress when it created the Atomic
Energy Commission.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Atomic Energy
Commission was not intended to be like
one of the executive departments of the
Government, and to be under the direct
control of the President, was it?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is true. It was established as an
independent agenecy, and not as an ad-
ministrative office under the President.

Mr. DOUGLAS. If a similar order in
connection with another matter had
been issued to a gquasi-judicial body, such
as the Federal Trade Commission, it
would have been regarded as an in-
fringement wupon that Commission’s
jurisdiction, would it not?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
In my opinion, it would clearly have
been decided so; and similarly in the
case of the Federal Power Commission
or the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion. All the commissions are in the
same category.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In other words, reg-
ulatory and quasi-judicial bodies are
not intended to be under the administra-
tive control of the President, are they?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
No; they are supposed to be independ-
ent agencies, designed to act upon mat-
ters coming before them as they consider
right and just from a legal standpoint
and, at the same time, from a standpoint
of equity.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is my memory cor=-
rect that this question really was decided
by the Supreme Court of the United
States in the so-called Humphrey case,
in an early administration of President
Franklin D. Roosevelt, who removed
Commissioner William Humphrey from
the Federal Trade Commission, and the
Supreme Court ruled that because the
Federal Trade Commission was a quasi-
judicial body, the President had no
power of removal?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I am familiar with that case; and it
happens that I am probably a little more
familiar with it than are some of my
fellow Senators, because one of my
friends in the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission has been threatened in recent
days with being ousted. I had occasion,
then, to go back and read those cases,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

~

11045

and I read the Humphrey case. In the
Humphrey case the decision of the Su-
preme Court was that the Federal Trade
Commission was an independent agency;
and because it was an independent
agency, the Commissioners were ap-
pointed for specified terms of office, and
the President could not remove them
without cause until they had finished
their terms of office.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Humplirey case
was differentiated sharply from the case
involving the postmaster in Portland,
Oreg., who was removed by President
Wilson. That removal was judged to be
proper because he was held to be an
administrative official, directly under one
of the department heads under the
President.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is true. He was directly under one
of the Cabinet officers. That being so,
the President could remove him.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I take it the argu-
ment which the very able Senator from
South Carolina is making is that the
President exceeded his constitutional
powers when he caused one of his ad-
ministrative assistants to tell the Atomic
Energy Commission that they should
consummate the Dixon-Yates confract.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I think he was exceeding his rights as
President when he told the Commission
what to do.

Mr. President, I wish to repeat a state-
ment I have made, because this is the
way I feel about it. It is shocking that
an independent commission created by
the Congress to administer the atomic
energy program can be made to ignore
its own judgment by the President of
the United States. It is the body best
informed on the subject, and it is most
unfortunate that the reasoned conclu-
sions of this body should be laid aside
at the desire of the administration.

As the Anderson Independent, a news=
paper of my State, said in an editorial
June 19, 1954:

Special interests are in the saddle, riding
hell for leather to gouge the American peopla
of their natural heritage and property built
with their tax money. Is this the moral
crusade we were promised by “King Ike and
kis knights of the spoils table”?

Mr. President, I consider it essential
that this bhill not pass until a provision is
added to insure that the AEC can con=-
tract for power only for its own needs.

Even with that addition, the bill would
need many other major improvements to
make it acceptable. The bill does not
contain a preference provision with re-
gard to municipal, cooperative, or other
nonprofit public bodies, which has been
the established policy within the last 50
vears.

The present bill and the McMahon Act
both contemplate the availability of by-
product power which may be created in
the production of fissionable material
They provide that such energy may be
used by the Commission, transferred to
other Government agencies, or sold to
public or private utilities.

Our Federal policy has long recognized
that cooperatives and public bodies
should be given preference in the sale of
electric power from projects involving
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‘the development of irrigation, water con-
-servation, flood control, and navigation
improvement. This policy was embodied
in the Federal Water Power Act of 1920
and the Federal Power Act of 1935. The
principles were continued in the Boulder
Dam Act of 1928, the Tennessee Valley
Authority Act of 1933, the Bonneville
Act of 1937, the Flood Control Act of
1944, and most recently in the Falcon
Dam bill passed a few months ago.

The purpose of the preference policy
is to insure that the benefits of public
resources go to the people and not just
to private profit interests. The Atomic
Energy bill before this body should con-
tinue this well-established policy. The
people own the atomic energy develop-
ments which have been achieved with
their money, just as the people own the
rivers of our land. When there is by-
preduct power from AEC installations,
the benefits should be passed on to the
consumer, and the only way to do it is
to make the power available first to the
consumer-owned utilities which will pass
on the benefits.

Such preference for cooperative and
public bodies should also be provided in
the law with regard to obtaining nuclear
materials and obtaining licenses for nu-
clear powerplants. That would be com-
parable to present statutes giving pref-
erence in the development of hydro-
electric sites. The nuclear materials are
a public resource, and would remain so
-under the proposed amendments. It is
only fair to give preference to public
bodies to that which is paid for by the
taxpayers.

Preference for public bodies and coop-
eratives is not only based on fairness,
but it is founded on the experience that
this is the only effective way to combat
monopoly rates and to provide a low-cost
yardstick to show what electricity
should cost. Electric utilities by their
nature are monopolistic. We eannot
have a multitude of electric companies
serving the same area, and the individ-
ual consumer cannot choose between
various competing utilities on the basis
of their rates and servicee The only
way we have succeeded in introducing
the important American element of
competition into electric service is by
having a small percentage of public
power, which has exercised on rates a
downward influence out of all propor-
tion to its comparative size.

Mr. President, I have outlined how the
bill fails to take into account the pref-
erence principle which has evolved in
our Federal power policy over the last
half century. I should like now to indi-
cate some other ways in which the bill,
which is really a power bill, disregards
past experience. The bill as reported is
deficient in its failure to provide ade-
quate safeguards to protect the public
interest in the licensing of non-Federal
agencies to produce and sell atomic
power,

Among the safeguards which have
been included in the Federal Power Act,
but are not included in this bill, are—

First. Safeguards for the prior right
of Federal development of the resource
in any specific case where this will best
serve the public interest.
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Second. Safeguards for the right to
public hearings in connection with ap-
plications, with specific provision for the
admission as parties of interested States,
State commissions, municipalities, rep-
resentatives of interested consumers, or
competitors. -

Third. Safeguards for the right of
Federal or other public recapture of any
development by a private licensee at the
end of the license period, on payment of
no more than the licensee’s net invest-
ment in the project.

Fourth. Safeguards for reasonable
rates to consumers by a provision re-
quiring licensees as a condition of any
license to agree to Federal regulation
where States have provided no regula-
tion of electric rates; and with a further
provision that in any rate proceeding
the licensee can claim for rate base pur-
poses no more than the net investment
in the development.

Mr. President, when we consider that
six States have not set up any State
agency to regulate the rates charged by
electric utilities, then we can clearly see
the need for providing for such protec-
tion before the bill is passed.

I certainly am in favor of private
power, but we need safeguards to prevent
the private capitalization of values in-
herent in the right to use a public re-
source. ‘The private developers of
atomic power should receive what is nec-
essary to assure them the funds required
for development, but the public are also
entitled to receive the full value of their
resources,

Mr. President, in this bill T cannot find
any assurance that private patents could
not be obtained on developments occur-
ring as a result of research financed by
the Federal Government. The principle
of rewarding inventive genius with a
patent is well founded, and can be justi-
fied where it does not produce uncon-
trollable monopoly. However, I believe
the proposed amendments even would
make it possible for a private patent to
be obtained retroactively on develop-
Eents denied patents under the present

w.

The amendments would give the
Atomic Energy Commission optional au-
thority to declare a patent affected with
the public interest, and to make it avail-
able, under a patent license, to inter-
ested parties, upon payment of reason-
able royalty fees. In order to make cer-
tain that patents which “affect the pub-
lic interest” are so declared, it seems
necessary to make such a finding man-
datory if certain conditions are met.
This is a provision of the McMahon Act
which should be continued.

Mr. President, before this bill passes,
it should be amended so as to prevent
the AEC from being used to damage the
TVA; to provide preference for public
and cooperative bodies in buying by-
produet power, in obtaining nuclear ma-
terials, and in the granting of licenses
for nuclear powerplants; to incorporate
the other safeguards of the Federal
Power Act; and to prevent monopoliza-
tion through patents.

Mr. President, I was very much pleased
to read the majority report and the sepa-
rate views on the bill, as submitted from
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the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.
I should like to indicate how important
the minority of the committee think this
bill is. I read now from the first page
of the minority views of Representative
Hovurwrierp and Representative PRICE:
The atomic-energy bill is one of the most
Important bills before the Congress.

Note that, Mr. President—“one of the
most important bills before the Con-
gress.”

It proposes to chart the future course of
peacetime atomic-energy development. So
deep and farreaching is its potential impact
on the American economy and upon our posi-
tion in world affairs that we consider it nec-
essary to set forth our own views and reser-
vations concerning the bill

As members of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy we have endeavored always
to act in a spirit of nonpartisanship. The
duties and responsibilities committed to the
jurisdiction of our committee are too directly
concerned with the Nation’s security and
welfare to allow the play of partisan politics.
In the same objective way we have tried
to approach this legislation.

During the course of the committee hear-
ings and conferences, we have presented
what we believed were constructivz propo-
sals for improving the bill. Some were ac-
cepted in whole or in part and others re-
Jected. Among the committee members there
were, and presumably still are, many differ-
ences of opinion and interpretation regard-
ing particular provisions of the bill. We re-
spect those differences, and although we were
willing to have the bill reported out for floor
debate, the public importance of this meas-
ure compels us to recount here what we
consider still its major defects.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

bi‘!r. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, I
yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. As I remember, the
minority views were signed by Repre-
sentative HoriFIELD, of California, and
my good friend and colleague, Repre-
sentative Price, of Illinois.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is true.

Mr. DOUGLAS. They are two of the
ablest and finest Members of the other
House. Does not the Senator from
South Carolina agree that their views
deserve very serious consideration?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
think if anyone follows the hearings and
reads the gquestions which they asked
and the interpretations they placed upon
the evidence coming before them, he
would have to agree with the Senator
from Illinois that those two men are the
most learned in the field of atomic
energy that we have in the Congress
today.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator further yield?

_%r. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not a fact that
while people talk vaguely about the tre-
mendous power which is latent within
atomiec energy, they do not fully appre-
ciate its enormous possibilities? For
example, the theory of atomic energy
arises from one of Einstein’s two funda-
mental equations, namely, that energy is
equal to mass multiplied by the square of
the velocity of light; and since the
velocity of light is approximately 186,-
000 miles a second, if we square that we
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reach a figure just short of 40 billion,
which means that the potential of that
power can be stepped up potentially 40
billion times, or close to it.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Under that formula, that is true.

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is undoubtedly
true that the full possibilities of the
Einstein formula have not been realized.
Nevertheless, it is also apparent from the
newspaper comments which have been
made that we are approaching them
ever more closely. Therefore the indus-
trial, as well as the military possibilities
of atomic energy are enormous.

Does not the Senator from South
Carolina therefore feel that a thorough
consideration of this subject by the en-
tire membership of the Senate is very
appropriate? We are dealing not mere-
ly with a powerful military weapon, but
with something which may revolutionize
industry and the manner of life, not only
of this country, but of the entire world.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
do not think any of us today can con-
ceive how vast the possibilities in that
field are. I know I cannot. I am not
a scientist. I know that there are very
few learned scientists in the Congress at
the present time. However, we are
aware that marvelous things have hap-
pened in the past few years. We can
judge the future only by the past. If
that is a reliable yardstick by which to
measure, we must acknowledge that we
have no idea how vast the atomic-
energy field will prove to be in the near
future.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Isitnot true that the
people of the United States have a tre-
mendous stake in the development of
atomic power? They have already in-
vested $12 billion in the enterprise.

Mr., JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
They have invested in that field between
$11 billion and $12 billion. The invest-
ment having been made by the people of
the United States, of course, it belongs
to the people of the United States, and
not to any one corporation or group of
individuals.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator further yield?

Dgx JOHNSTON of South Carolina., I
yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that
while this investment has been primarily
made for the sake of greater military
security, there has always been the hope
in the minds of people that these great
powers could be used for human ad-
vancement, for peacetime purposes, and
that this hope has assuaged, so to speak,
some of the doubts which men and
women might otherwise have had about
the program?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
do not like to think that the only pur-
pose of the potentialities in the field of
atomic energy is to furnish weapons for
destruction. I like to believe that there
are just as great possibilities in the field
of industry and helping the peoples of
the world as there are in the military
field, where atomic energy is used as a
destructive element.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Even though we are
in the very infancy of the peacetime uses
of atomic power, is it not true that it
has already demonstrated its value as a
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tracer in diagnosing diseases, in irradi-
ation to preserve foocds by killing bac-
teria, in the potential development of
energy, and in a series of other possibili-
ties as well?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is true.

Mr. DOUGLAS. So all of industry
may ultimately be revolutionized by the
possibilities flowing from atomic energy.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is true. For that reason I do not
believe that we should attempt to go into
a subject so vast near the close of the
session. The great potentialities of
atomic power should be the subject of
discussion and debate, so that the pub-
lic as well as Members of Congress, may
know what is going on. Many persons
who are not Members of Congress could
probably throw a great deal of light on
this subject if we only had time to go
into it. But if we rush through the con-
sideration of such an important meas-
ure, as we are doing at the present time,
near the close of the session, I fear we
may do something which we may regret
in the future.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Therefore the Sena-
tor from South Carolina thinks it is very
important to discuss such matters as who
shall develop the power, under what con-
ditions, what control over the material
sold or leased shall be exercised by gov-
ernmental authority, what the patent
provisions are to be, whether there are
to be any preference clauses, what pro-
vision there should be concerning the ex-
change of information between nations,
and many other subjects. These are
highly appropriate subjects, upon which
full discussion is needed. It is not
enough for Congress to be composed
merely of “yes” men, whose only func-
tion is to ratify whatever is submitted
to them on the floor.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I do not want a Commission to go into
a field that will probably consume its
time and energy, with the result that, in-
stead of developing the field it should be
developing, it will be attending to the
running of an electric powerplant. That
is the situation we are facing at the
present time.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In other words, the
Senator from South Carolina feels the
task of the Atomic Energy Commission
is so important that it should not be
asked to take in washing for Dixon-
Yates. Is that correct?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is putting it right down on the
line. I do not believe we ought to be
asked to take in washing for Dixon-
Yates at this time when a great many
people have a fear as to whether we are
developing our atomic-energy program
as fast as Russia is developing hers. Has
the Senator heard anyone discuss that
point?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Oh, yes.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I think that is more important than
whether the Atomic Energy Commission
shall be the selling agent for TVA. We
could probably set up a little commis-
sion to do that, but I do not believe we
want to do it, for the reason that such
a commission would not be popular:
Right now the Atomic Energy Commis-

11047

sion, having gone info the field of atomic
energy, in developing the atomic bomb
and the hydrogen bomb, the people are
looking to the Commission as their sa-
viour. It is one of our defense agencies,
and we do not want it to do work for
which it is not fitted at all.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I wish to congrat-
ulate the Senator from South Carolina
for his able speech.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
I certainly thank the Senator from Illi-
nois for what he has lent to my discus-
sion. He always brings something worth-
while.

Mr. President, I would not be so
gravely concerned about this atomic
power bill, or about other power legis-
lation which has been or will be before
the Congress, unless I thought they were
all part of an organized campaign to
destroy the effectiveness of our Federal
power policy.

In my opinion, our Federal power pol-
icy has proved too important a key to
the economic expansion of the South
and other sections of the country for us
to allow such a campaign to succeed.

The people of my region understand
the importance of maintaining an alter-
native to monopoly in the vital field of
electric power. They know the part
which the Federal power program, in all
its aspects, has played in ending the
time when the South could be referred
to as economic problem number 1. They
do not look with favor on any action of
Congress or the present administration
which tends to restore private power to
a position of monopoly.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Although it may
have been said 20 years ago that the
South was the No. 1 economic problem
of the country, is it not true that under
the developments of the past 20 years,
in which the Government has played
some part, the South has made tremen-
dous progress; and is it not also true
that the whole Nation rejoices in that
progress?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
am glad to hear the Senator from Illi-
nois say that. I know he felt that way
even before he spoke, In the past 20
years the South has progressed more
than it did in the hundred years before
that. There is no question about that
in my mind.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
To show the difference, in the field of
electricity, in 1932 only about 4 percent
of the farm homes in South Carolina
were electrified. Today approximately
90 percent of the farm homes in South
Carolina are electrified.

Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

h{lr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In view of the great
progress the South has made in the
period from 1933 to 1952, is it not a
shame that certain southern leaders for-
got whence this progress had come and
deserted the home of their fathers?
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Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Of course, that is true. I was about to
quote Will Rogers on that. He was talk-
ing to a friend and he said to him, “I
hear you have gotten rich.”

The friend said, “Oh, no; I haven't
gotten so rich.”

Will said, “Well, I understand you have
made several million dollars.”

His friend said, “Oh, no; I don't know
about that.”

“Well,” Will said, “I understand that
you have made enough money to change
from a Democrat to a Republican.”
[Laughter.1

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator
from South Carolina have an estimate
as to what the critical point is under
which such changes take place?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I do not know, but I have seen them take
place in several instances. Of course a
different yardstick is needed for differ-
ent people,

Mr. President, the Federal power pro-
gram of the last 47 years has benefited
us in many lines of activity. It has
been flexible and adaptable to the needs
and desires of every region. It has also
been a worthwhile force in breaking down
the restraints of monopoly price fixing
on the widespread use of electricity in the
homes, on the farms, and in the building
of industry and employment.

While this program was establishing
the Tennessee Valley Authority in the
great river basin to the west of us, it was
forming the basis for the local authori-
ties providing power supply for munici-
pal and rural electric cooperatives in my
State of South Carolina. I shall have
something further to say about this later
in my remarks.

Here I shall only point out that the
future demand on such systems as those
of the South Carolina Public Service
Authority, a State agency, and the
Greenwood County Electric Power Com-
mission, can be met only if the Federal
programs for development of our river
basins continues, and if these bodies have
access to atomic-power developments.

I need not remind my colleagues that
the Rural Electrification Administration
has played an important part in the
economic progress of the South. Today,
in the States of Virginia, North Caro-
lina, South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama,
Mississippi, Tennessee, and Kentucky,
there are 229 rural electric cooperatives
serving more than 1,300,000 farm fam-
ilies and rural establishments. This
means rising standards of living and
more profitable farm operation.

‘This is sound business from the point
of view of the Government. The invest-
ment is repaid over and over again, not
only in the repayment of Government
loans, but also in the improvement in
the region’s ability to pay taxes of all
kinds.

The progress of the South during the
last 20 years, Mr. President, will con-
tinue. But a vital factor in the ability
of the South to increase its contribution
to the Nation will be the continuation of
the Federal power programs and a dy-
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namic rural electrification program.
This requires a halt to the efforts by
this administration to comply with the
restrictive demands of private power
monopoly.

In saying this, I do not want to reflect
on the region-building efforts of the pri-
vate power companies which serve the
South. But I do want to point out that
they have gained their places among the
more progressive power systems in the
country largely under the stimulus which
the Federal power policy of the last 20
years has provided.

No one can discount the influence of
the Tennessee Valley Authority program
on the neighboring companies. No one
can discount the influence of the public
power agencies authorized under the laws
of South Carolina. No one can explain
away the accomplishments of the rural
electrification program of the Federal
Government.

Mr. President, I am going to review
some of the development in the South
for which Federal power policy is respon-
sible, together with our hopes for the fu-
ture, and then turn to a discussion of the
present situation, for a threat fo those
hopes is arising like a cloud on the hori-
zon. That threat is that the present
Republican administration will try to
capture for private monopoly the entire
field of electric power, including the
emerging atomic power program.

If the well-organized private power
companies succeed in their present cam-
paign, it will mean a setback for the
South and a setback for the Nation as a
whole.

Let me first say a word about the influ-
ence of the Tennessee Valley Authority
in the field of electric power.

TVA showed that a revolutionary
change in the philosophy of power mar-
keting, in a region where low average
income was reflected in low average use
of power, could promote a phenomenal
expansion of both, so that within the
short span of 20 years, first, the region
has utilized all of the more than 2 million
kilowatts of undeveloped hydroelectric
power in the Tennessee River Basin; sec-
ond, the region is reaching out to absorb
the hydroelectrie resources of the neigh-
boring Kentucky River Basin as fast as
they can be developed; third, the region
is expanding its demand for coal to pro-
duce steam power at a far greater rate
than is the rest of the country; fourth,
this provides a stimulus to the more ef-
ficient use of other resources which, in
return, lift per capita incomes and the
total income of the region to levels which
mean a proportionately greater contri-
bution to the business of the Nation.

Mr. President, the entire South has
profited by the influence of that example,
as have other parts of the Nation as well.
But, as I have already remarked, Federal
power policy is flexible, provided there is
no departure from its basic principle, the
principle which challenges private mo-
nopoly. So in my State a different ex-
periment was undertaken by having the
State legislature give legislative sanction
to the creation of the South Carolina
Public Service Authority.

During the same years in which the
TVA was going forward with the de-
velopment of the hydroelectric resources
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of the Tennessee River Basin, our South
Carolina authority was going forward
with the multipurpose development of
the famous Santee-Cooper project on the
Santee River. The Federal Government,
under the Public Works Administration,
provided a loan and grant which made
this development possible.

The Santee-Cooper project has a ca-
pacity of 134,535 kilowatts. Its output
of electrical energy in 1951 totaled about
466 million kilowatt-hours.

Let me tell the Senate what the power
companies did when we started to de-
velop that project. Engineers testified
that the dam would not be feasible be-
cause it would be built in the lower part
of my State. They said the water would
run under the dam and make holes like
crawfish holes. We fought for it through
the State courts, the Federal court, and
all the way to the Supreme Court of the
United States. We finally won in the
Supreme Court of the United States.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from South Carolina yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield.

Mr., DOUGLAS. Would the Senator
permit me to say that in the long and
distinguished record of the Senator from
South Carolina, he has always fought
on the side of the people, both as Gov-
ernor and as Senator, and has made a
marvelous record in defending the small
farmer and the industrial worker of his
State and of other States, as well.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
appreciate the remarks of the Senator
from Illinois. When, as a Member of
the Congress, I stop serving the ordinary
person, I want the people to defeat me
in South Carolina.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would the Senator
permit me to make some comments on
the political history of the Palmetto
State?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. . I
should be glad to hear the Senator’'s
comments.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I regard the Senator
from South Carolina as a man who con-
tinues the progressive internal policies
of the late Senator Ben Tillman. I disa-
greed with Senator Tillman in some of
his remarks about the colored race and
some of his actions in that regard, but
is it not a fact that Senator Tillman,
when he became Governor of South
Carolina, represented the small farmer
and fought for him and against the con-
trol exercised by the tidelands planta-
tion owners of South Carolina?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That was his effort, and he carried on
that effort as long as he lived.

Mr. DOUGLAS. And the present
Senator from South Carolina is contin-
uing that branch of the Tillman tradi-
tion.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I think it is a compliment for the Sena-
tor from Illinois to say that, because I
have always been a great admirer of
Tillman. Naturally, we never agree
with everything that any public man
stands for.

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I dissociate my-
self from Tillman's views on the race
question, with which I do not agree, but
with his policies as between the small
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farmer and the big plantation owner
did not Tillman reverse the policies of
the government of South Carolina and
establish a series of measures to help
the small independent upland farmers?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.

That is true. He was for the man who

made his living by the sweat of his
brow. The cities, at first, fought him
bitterly, and the large landowners
fought him bitterly, but before he died,
a great many of them agreed with what
he was doing, because what he did was
for the best interests of all.

Mr. DOUGLAS, Did he not found
Clemson College, a great institution of
the agricultural and mechanical arts in
South Carolina?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
He did. He was the man who founded
Clemson College. Today that college
has done, I was about to say, more than
any other institution in the State, but,
of course, I should not say that, because
I am a graduate of the University of
South Carolina, and naturally we have
our differences, which we settle every
year at the big football game between
the two institutions.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that
Clemson College introduced mechanical
and agricultural training, which enabled
large groups of South Carolinians to im-
prove their earning capacity, raise their
standards of living, and improve the
general welfare of the community?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is true. Having worked myself,
for 10 years in the cotton mills, I have
observed today how the boys who went
to Clemson and received their engineer-
ing training there, have gone into the
cotton mills upon their graduation from
Clemson, taken positions as assistant su-
perintendents, in order to secure prac-
tical knowledge, and have today become
the officials of a great many of the cot-
ton mills in South Carolina. This has
meant much in bringing industry to
South Carolina, because now we have
trained men in the State who have the
know-how. That means a great deal in
any field, whether it be in the textile
field or farming.

Today improved methods of farming
are being used in South Carolina. I
think it will be found that Clemson Col-
lege graduates have gone to practically
every farm in South Carolina, and have
given advice to the farmers as to what
is best to grow on the different kinds of
soil in the State of South Carolina. To-
day, farming in South Carolina is diver-
sified. South Carolina does not depend
wholly on cotton, which for a long while
was the ruination of farming in the
State.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that the
Rural Electrification Administration, to
which the Senator from South Caro-
lina has referred, has lifted a mighty
burden of toil from the backs of the
farmers of South Carolina, and their
wives?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. It
makes me sad to think how the mothers
used to work on what to them were blue
Mondays. But today they look forward
to Mondays, because for them the sun
is shining. Monday, washday, in days
gone by brought with it hard work. But
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today the women are not bothered about
washday. They put their wash in the
electric washers, and go about the prop-
er care of their children.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Tuesday was iron-
ing day, but in many cases the electric
iron, heated with electric energy, has re-
moved the drudgery. Is not that true?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is true.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Food is preserved in
electric refrigerators.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Millions of dollars worth of food which
formerly went to waste is now being
preserved and kept from spoiling.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Water is being
pumped, and is being heated for baths,
by electricity, is it not?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
The Senator is correct.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Barns are being
heated and lighted with electricity.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
All those things are being done.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I congratulate the
Senator from South Carolina upon
stressing the importance of these homely,
but very significant items.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
A great many farms, of any size at all,
have electric milkers and electric churns.
So many things are now being done by
electricity that conditions have vastly
improved in the past few years. It has
all occurred under the present system,
which we hear criticized so much.

People talk about creeping socialism
whenever they hear about a project into
which the Government has put a little
money. The Government put some
money into the Sante-Cooper project,
but, oh, how much it has meant to South
Carolina, especially the lower part of my
State. It has provided a yardstick with
which to measure the charges made by
the private power companies in the
State.

Oh, it is all right for the Government
to give money to foreign countries. I
happened to pick up a newspaper re-
cently and read an article about a World
Bank loan to Austria. The article is as
follows:

WoRLD BANK LoAN IN AUSTRIA To Amp POWER
PROJECT

The International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development yesterday announced its
first loan in Austria.

The loan, in European currencies, will help
to finance the Reisseck-Kreuzeck hydroelec-
tric power project being constructed in
southern Austria.

The project will make more power avail-
able to industries, and will enable Austria to
increase power exports to Italy.

The bank expects that about half the loan
will be disbursed in Italian lire and about
half in Swiss francs. Italian lire in the
amount of approximately 3,750 million will
be provided out of Italy’s subscription to the
capital of the bank. Some 26 million Swiss
francs required will be drawn from the
proceeds of the bank's sales of its bonds in
Switzerland.

I have not heard of the American peo-
ple getting any money out of Switzerland.

Mr. DOUGLAS. As the Senator from
South Carolina is aware, I frequently do
not have the same views as does the Sen-
ator from South Carolina on these
matters, because I am not opposed to
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such loans. But is it not interesting that
the President of the United States sent a
very able American, Mr. Eric Johnston,
to the Near East to negotiate an agree=-
ment between the Arab States and Israel
for a development similar to the TVA on
the Jordan River?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Caroclina.
That is true.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That project is, I
think, going to be undertaken. I may
say that I am pleased because it is.

Mr. JOHNSTOLT of South Carolina. I
am not criticizing it at all.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not extraordi-
nary that it is regarded as being good
for the Jordan, but not good for the
Tennessee River?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
It is good to send money over there, but
not to use it at home, according to the
present administration. I cannot under-
stand that.

Under a special act providing for re=
lief and rehabilitation of South Korea,
the President provided a fund of $200
million. In order to bring about the
rehabilitation of the Republic of Eorea,
it was necessary to get power quickly.
Steam plants can be placed in operation
faster than can hydroplants. So $30
million has been provided to build 3
steam plants in the Republic of Korea,
1 of 50,000 kilowatts annual capacity at
Seoul, a $25,000 kilowatt plant at Masan,
near Pusan, and a 25,000 kilowatt plant
at Sanchok, on the east coast, near the
EKorean coalfields.

It is all right to do that for Korea, but
the Government does not want to use
any of the people’s money for Federal
projects in this country.

The Republic of Korea has a contract
with Pacific Bechtel to build the plants.
The contract was negotiated for the
Republic of Korea by the United States
Foreign Operations Administration, and
FOA will pay the cost.

The Government seems to be very
willing to use the people’s money to build
such plants in Korea and elsewhere, but
in the United States it seems to be the
plan to take away such plants after they
have already been built, and to operate
in some other way.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In other words, it is
all right if public power gallops in the
Jordan Valley, in Korea, and in Austria,
but it is not allowed to creep in the
United States.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
It is fine for other countries, but it is
creeping socialism when it is done in the
United States.

A smaller public system set up under
the State law is operated by the Green-
wood County Electric Power Commission.
It owns a steam-electric station with
16,000 kilowatts capacity and a hydro-
electric station with a capacity of 15,000
kilowatts. The output of these stations
in 1951 totaled 147,525,000 Kkilowatt-
hours of electrical energy. They both
now purchase Federal energy from the
Clark Hill Dam on the Savannah River.

Mr. President, the fact that both of
these publicly owned systems offered
themselves as a source of low-cost power
supply to municipally owned and rural
cooperative electric systems has had a




11050

very beneficial effect on the cost of elec=
tric service in South Carolina.

Thus, rural electric cooperatives in my
State are securing their power supply at
seven-tenths of a cent a kilowatt-hour,
on the average, and a number of them
are paying the South Carolina Public
Service Authority only a little over half
a cent a kilowatt-hour for their power
supply.

It is interesting to note that the
Greenwood County Electric Power Com-
mission, generating 75 percent of its
power in a small steam plant, is able to
offer rural electric cooperatives a power
supply at three-quarters of a cent a kilo-
watt-hour. The great systems of New
England, with about the same propor-
tion of steam-generated power, are ask-
ing rural electric systems for about one
and a quarter cents for the same kind
of kilowatt-hour.

Needless to say, Mr. President, the
private power companies in my State
have fallen in line with this progressive
policy. Thus, the 23 rural electric co-
operatives serving the farmers of South
Carolina are securing their power sup-
ply for an average of just over two-thirds
of a cent per kilowatt-hour, or just
about one-half of the price which simi-
lar cooperatives must pay the private
power systems in New England. I would
like to have someone answer that ques-
tion.

It is very interesting to look at a map
showing the cost of wholesale power
supply to rural electric cooperatives in
each State of the Union. In fact, I know
of no clearer illustration of the effective-
ness of what I interpret as the Federal
power policy.

Such a map shows that during the
fiscal year 1953, the cost of power sup-
ply to such cooperatives averaged less
than three-quarters of a cent per kilo-
watt-hour in all States in which that
policy, in one or another of its forms, has
been effective. In other States the
rural electric cooperatives pay increas-
ingly more, as the distance from Federal
power areas increases, rising to a peak
of just over 15 cents in Maine. And I
am told that Maine has some very good
undeveloped hydroelectric resources.

Let me cite, very briefly, what these
important farmers’ institutions are pay-
ing in the South. In order to show the
variation from State to State, I must
refer to the average rates in mills or
tenths of a cent.

The charges for electric power pur-
chased by such rural electric cooperatives
average 4.8 mills in Tennessee, where
the Tennessee Valley Authority is the
only supplier. Let me cite examples
of costs where the Tennessee Valley
Authority is not the only supplier: 5.3
mills in Mississippi; 5.8 mills in Ala-
bama; 6.4 mills in Georgia—we are get-
ting a little farther away from TVA—
and 7.1 mills in South Carolina, when
the overall average is considered.

Across the Mississippi River, in our
neighboring States of the Southwest,
we find the average charges to rural co-
operatives running at 5.5 mills in Louisi-
ana—not very far away from the TVA—
6 mills in Arkansas; 5.8 mills in Texas;
and 6 mills in Oklahoma.,
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Mr. President, we of the South feel
sorry for the rural electric cooperatives
up North, where they are paying 15.4
mills in Maine—let that sink in—15.4
mills in Maine; down in Tennessee it is
4.8 mills; 12.3 mills in New Hampshire,
12.3 mills in Vermont, 11.2 mills in New
York, 10.5 mills in Pennsylvania, 12.8
mills in Michigan, 13.7 mills in Wiscon-
sin, 12.6 mills in Iowa, 14 mills in Min-
nesota; 11.2 mills in North Dakota; and
11.7 mills in South Dakota. They are
just too far away from the area where
the influence of the Federal power policy
is effective today. Remember, they are
buying from power companies. Do not
think the TVA is selling it to them, no;
but that is the effect of the yardstick
when that kind of power is close by.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Carolina yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. The power rates which
the distinguished Senator is citing are
all rates of private power companies, as
I understand.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is true; they are all rates of private
power companies,

Mr. GORE. And the Senator is show-
ing that the companies surrounding the
TVA service area have, by reason of the
TVA yardstick, reduced their rates to less
than half what they are in certain other
areas, is he not?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
They are less than one-third of what
they are in Maine; less than one-third.

Mr. GORE. And as the private power
companies have brought their rates
down, the consumption of electricity by
the people has gone up, and so have
profits of the companies. Is that not
correct?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Not only do the people use more power,
but there are more users of electricity,
and as the number of consumers has in-
creased, the use of more electrical equip-
ment of every kind has also increased.
The American Government likewise
benefits, for whenever a washing ma-
chine is bought, all persons or companies
which handle it, from manufacturer to
consumer, pay taxes on their profits.
In turn, the manufacturer of the ma-
chine manufactures more, and he makes
more profit. If is an endless chain, so
to speak, of making money for the Gov-
ernment.

Some persons seem to think that we
want nothing but free enterprise, indi-
vidualism. That is fine, but we do not
want to go to the point where private
power companies are given an unfair
advantage. It must be remembered that
practically every power company is a
monopely in the particular district in
which it is located. Power companies
do not have competition from power
companies selling in the same area. A
power company is a monopoly; and I
am not in favor of taking away the yard-
stick of the Federal Government and not
having a yardstick with which to meas-
ure the rates charged by the private
companies.

As I see if, the pending bill is nothing
more than the first step to take away
the life of the TVA. If the Commission
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handles its cases in the future in the way
it has handled the one in the past, all
the President will have to do will be to
say, “I want you to make the rates
throughout the United States the same,”
and then the Commission will do as the
President tells them; he will have a whip
over their backs. He will appoint Com-
missioners who will carry out his in-
structions. Although the Atomic Energy
Commission was established as an inde-
pendent commission, it will lose its inde-
pendence the minute anyone can call
from the White House and tell the Com-
missioners what to do.

Mr, President, there is more in the bill
than many persons think. I believe we
should study the bill more, in order not
to do in a hasty manner something we
would regret in years to come.

I have seen how we have profited in
the past by our power policy. I, for one,
wish it to continue in the future in order
that we may make further progress in
that particular field and at the same
time not handicap the Atomic Energy
Commission in earrying out the purposes
for which it was intended and created,
namely, to develop atomic energy, and
then—in view of the fact that it belongs
to all the people—to make it available to
all the people, not to only a few persons
or to a corporation. Eleven billion dol-
lars has been spent on investigations and
experimentations in the atomic energy
field, and atomic energy belongs to the
people of the United States, Yet it is
proposed that the Dixon-Yates group be
told, “You can have this for 25 years,
and you will be guaranteed by the Gov-
ernment a profit of 9 percent,” or a profit
amounting to about one-tenth of the
investment, Mr. President; that is what
it would amount to.

I do not favor giving away our invest-
ment in that way. I want the people of
my State, whom I have the honor, in
part, to represent, to have their property
rights defended for them; and they can
be defended only by action by the Mem-
bers of Congress when such a proposal
as this is made. In view of the manner
in which the proposal is before us today,
Mr. President, we will continue to carry
on this fight.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Carolina yield for a
question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PaAYNE in the chair). Does the Senator
from South Carolina yield to the Sena-
tor from Montana?

-Dﬁ;' JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield.

Mr. MURRAY. I have been greatly
interested in the speech being delivered
by the distinguished junior Senator from
South Carolina. It occurred to me that,
inasmuch as the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority has accomplished so much, there
should be a desire on the part of the
Government to provide similar arrange-
ments for all sections of the country.
I believe bills calling for the develop-
ment of the various river-valley systems
have been introduced. If such a pro-
gram were carried out, it would be of
tremendous value to the country and to
the people, and would greatly increase
the wealth and prosperity of the whole
Nation. Is that not true?
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Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Yes.

I have visited Montana; in fact, I
spoke there just a few weeks ago. Mon-
tana is suffering today because of a lack
of power.

Mr. MURRAY. That is correct.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
The power companies there are not de-
veloping. They say, “Oh, we will do it,”
but they have not done it, and they will
not do it.

I can recall a time in South Carolina,
when I was Governor—along abhout 1935
or 1936—when a petition would be pre-
sented to me to get the power companies
to extend their lines only a mile or two
from a town. The power companies
would argue that that could not be done,
that it would be too expensive. But
when we began the Santee-Cooper proj-
ect, do you know, Mr. President, what
the private-power companies would do
then? They would extend a branch line
into the most profitable territory in order
to keep the Santee-Cooper line from ex-
tending on a parallel and reaching the
same profitable customers. That shows
how the private-power companies co-
operate.

Mr. President, I certainly hope Mon-
tana will receive from some source help
to build some of the necessary power
dams. Certainly they are needed, not
only for the development of power, but
to conserve water. Under present cir-
cumstances, in Montana, in one season
all the water runs off and is gone.

I visited one dam that is being built in
Montana; the Senator from Montana re-
members that, I am sure.

Mr. MURRAY. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. It
is wonderful for Montana to have that
dam; but it is only a drop in the bucket,
insofar as the needs of Montana are con-
cerned.

Mr. MURRAY. Yes.

A number of other projects in Mon-
tana have been studied, and are ready
to be developed. We did build what is
known as the Hungry Horse Dam, on the
upper stretches of the Columbia River:
and that development has been of great
value to our State. But, as the Senator
from South Carolina has pointed out,
there is need for the development of
other dams in Montana in order to carry
out the program to its fullest extent.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
should like to say it is not the fault of
the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana that the program has not been car-
ried along further. Certainly he has
worked day in and day out to have the
proper powerplants constructed in his
State.

Mr. President, a moment ago I called
attention to the different rates in differ-
ent States. Perhaps the trouble should
be traced to the fact that those States
have been misled by the propaganda of
the private power companies into oppos-
ing the policy which has brought such
blessings to us in the South, for it cer-
tainly does seem a shame that rural
electric cooperatives in New York State,
within easy transmission distance of two
of the greatest and cheapest undevel-
oped hydroelectric resources in the
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world, should be paying 11.2 mills per
kilowatt-hour for their power supply.
Just think, Mr. President, of Niagara
Falls and the St. Lawrence—practically
undeveloped, insofar as the power com-
panies are concerned. We in the South
would like to be able to move the St.
Lawrence and Niagara Falls into the
southeastern section of the United
States. We would not let the 15 billion
kilowatt-hours of electricity a year
which they can produce go undeveloped
very long. What is more, we would
make sure that those Kkilowatt-hours
would be available to public and cooper-
ative electric systems, without any sur-
charges added by private monopoly.

Mr. President, a few moments ago I
said that power sold by private power
companies is always sold by a monopoly.
An examination of the situation will re-
veal that the private companies have
their field, in which they sell without
any competition whatsoever,

Mr. President, some people wonder
why it is that cotton mills are leaving
New England and moving into the South.
The answer to it is that power is much
cheaper in the South than in the New
England States. Census figures show
costs of power per unit in New England
are 52 percent higher than in the coun-
try as a whole, 80 percent higher than
in North Carolina, and 246 percent high-
er than in Tennessee. I do not blame
them. I would close up and move out,
too, and go where I could get cheap
power.

In the New England woolen and wor=
sted-textile industry, which has been
very hard hit with unemployment, the
weighted average cost of purchased elec-
tric power in Massachusetts and Rhode
Island was 75 percent in excess of the
weighted average in the Carolinas and
Georgia. That is a big item. I do not
have time to tell the other reasons why
industries are moving to the South.
There are so many reasons that I would
be here all night if I were to tell all of
them. But power is one of the reasons,
and that is the question before us at the
present time,

The November 1952 report of the New
England Governors’ Committee on the
Textile Industry said that the higher
power costs and the relatively small de-
velopment of hydroelectric power were
among the factors causing the decline
of the textile industry in New England
and the lack of new industrial establish-
ments. That is a statement from the
governors’ conference. That is not the
statement of the Senator from South
Carolina. I am quoting the Governors.

Mr. President, it is a fact that there
are more than 150 Federal hydroelectric
projects in the country. There is not
one in New England. Let that sink in.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I yield.

Mr. HILL. Is it true that the power
rates in New England are 52 percent
higher than the average rates throughout
the country?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Yes; and 80 percent higher than the
rates in the States around South Caro-
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Mr. HILL. I understand they are 80
percent higher than the rates in North
Carolina.

Mr. President, will the Senator fur-
ther yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina., I
yield.

Mr. HILL. I am not an engineer. I
have never visited New England, which
is one of the loveliest sections of our
country, and seen its rivers—the Con-
necticut River and the other rivers—
without wondering why the people have
not harnessed those rivers and put them
to work. It would not affect the beauty
of the streams, except to enhance it and
create lovely lakes for recreational pur-
poses. I do not understand why they
have not harnessed their streams and
obtained cheaper power rates.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
cannot understand it either; but they
have been waiting for private power
companies to build. The private power
companies have not built so far, to the
extent necessary to give the people the
rates they should have.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield.

Mr. HILL. We know what mass pro-
duction has done in manufacturing.
Henry Ford was a great leader in mass
production. The same principle applies
in the power business. If the rates are
brought down, mass consumption is
made possible, is it not?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is true.

Mr. HILL. When there is mass con-
sumption, it is possible to continue to
reduce the rates.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
That is true with respect to electricity
to a greater extent than with respect to
any other field. When the transmission
lines are built they are there to carry a
small amount of power or a large amount
of power.

Mr. HILL. A small load or a heavy
load.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. A
small load, or a heavy load, up to a cer=
tain limit.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. Does not the Sen-
ator believe that that is one of the
reasons why men from the New England
States, men such as the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PAsToRE], are so in-
terested in the possibility of developing
power plants for the production of elec-
tric energy alone, feeling, perhaps, that
that might contribute to the reduction
of the power cost? Does the Senator
think that is an important consideration
for the New England States?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. It
is my opinion that the Senator from
Rhode Island believes that. Having
been Governor of his State, he realizes
how the people are handicapped at the
present time, and almost embarrassed
by the rates they have to pay. If a sin-
gle Federally owned powerplant were
built in his State, it would affect rates
as far away as Maine. The people would
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get the benefit of cheaper rates. I think
that has been proved by the building of
the TVA and, in South Carolina, by the
building of our power installation, known
as the Santee-Cooper project, under the
South Carolina Power Authority.

As I was saying, there is not a single
federally owned electric project in the
New England States——

Mr. UPTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield.

Mr. UPTON. The Senator has been
referring to the difference in costs of
electric power, as between certain sec-
tions in the South and New England.
Can the Senator give us any information
as to the difference in wages paid for
skilled and unskilled labor as between
the South and New England?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I will answer that question by saying
thav it will be found that the wages paid
in the South are in line, to a very large
extent, with those paid in the New Eng-
land States. I am sorry to say that at
one time that was not true. However,
in the South there is now a different
system. A great many of the cotton
mill workers—I presume they are the
ones to whom the Senator is referring—
own their own homes. Some of them
aire able to rent houses for $10 a month.
In the New England States they do not
own their own homes. All those things
are taken into consideration. I, for one,
believe that the wages paid to the work-
ers in industries in the South and in the
North are not what they should be.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I yield.

Mr. UPTON. Did not the governor
of the Senator's State recently advise
the legislature or the people that it
would be necessary to enact a so-called
right-to-work statute for South Caro-
lina in order to maintain its industrial
standing among other States in the
South?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I do not exactly agree with everything
my governor says, though he is Gover-
nor of South Carolina. I have not al-
ways agreed with him in his method of
conducting the affairs of the State, in
hs way of financing, his political meth-
ods, and other things. We differ some-
what. We have differed on a great many
subjects.

Mr. UPTON. Is my understanding
correct that the governor of tise Sena-
tor's State advised the people of the
State that such a statute would be nec-
essary?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I think that is true. The Governor of
South Carolina did make some recom-
mendation to that effect. He did not
exactly say why.

Mr. UPTON. I leave that to the
Senator.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I do not know what reasons he gave.
The only thing I know is that he signed
the bill.

Mr. UPTON. What would be the
purpose of such a statute? Would it be
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to further the organization of labor, or
would it tend to retard it?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I am sorry to say that labor is not very
well organized in South Carolina. I
wish it were organized to a greater
extent.

The industrialist, Henry Kaiser, has
given some good advice to our friends
from New England. He said:

You New Englanders can be the richest
people in the Nation or the poorest. The
choice is yours. If you develop your neg-
lected water power, you can expand your in-
dustries tremendously and create thousands
of new ones. But if you continue to waste
water power—your most valuable natural
asset—you will lose factory after factory un-
til your famous manufacturing centers will
be little more than ghost towns. The
highly electrified South and West will out-
sell you and outstrip you. And you will
find yourself increasingly helpless.

That is what Henry Kaiser said about
the conditions he found in the New
England States.

Mr, President, the alternative for the
statesmen of New England and other
high-cost power areas is not to assist
in the destruction of our public power
developments in other parts of the coun-
try, but rather they need to work for
programs which will bring the low-cost
yardstick of public power to their area.
They need to work for the full utiliza-
tion of the power resources of the
Niagara, and of atomic power.

The mere full development of the
Niagara River or other hydroelectric or
atomic resources is not enough. They
must be developed with preference guar-
anteed to public bodies and cooperatives
in the marketing of the power. This
is necessary to insure that the benefits
of such developments are passed on to
the consumer of electrictity. If this is
done in the Northeast, the result would
be a real competitive yardstick in an
area having the highest power rates in
the Nation.

That is why the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PasToreE] wants the system
and policy to continue. He would like to
get a Federal powerplant in Rhode Is-
land. Then the people of Rhode Island
would have a yardstick. When they be-
gan to measure with it they would find
that someone was not giving them 36
inches to the yard and that they were
being charged more than three times the
amount paid elsewhere for power gen-
erated by a steam plant—the same kind
of power that is generated in a steam-
plant by a private power company—not
publicly owned, but by a private power
company—in the South. Can anyone ex-
plain that?

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I yield.

Mr, HILL., Is it not true that the
power business is different from practi-
cally any other business in America? In
the first place, when power is generated
from water, a power company is using
the resources that belong to all the peo~
ple. Is that not true?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
In other words, the inherent power in a
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stream does not belong to any individual;
it belongs to the people.

Mr. HILL. Because when God Al-
mighty sends the waters in the form of
rain He sends them for all of us, not
for any particular company or any par-
ticular person. Is that not true?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is entirely right.

Mr. HILL. Is there not also another
difference, namely, that the power busi-
ness is by its very nature a monopoly
business; there is no competition in the
business. Is that not true?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
have already explained time after time
that if the Federal Government does not
go at all into the power field, the power
companies are left with a monopoly in
the particular field in which they are lo-
cated., The Senator from Alabama well
knows that a power company serves
people in one area, and other power com-
panies do not come into that area.
Therefore, there is no competition, and,
consequently, there is a monopoly.

Mr. HILL. Is there not also another
difference, in that it is a cost-plus
operation?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is right; it is a cost-plus operation.
It is a big plus, too.

If this power is merged with the pres-
ent high cost sources of power, its bene-
fits will be dissipated and the result will
be that the ultimate domestic rural and
industrial consumer will benefit little, if
any. There will not be the competitive
impetus to bring down rates.

It is unfortunate that the New York
Power Authority, unlike the South Caro-
lina Public Service Authority, has no
provision for preference to public bodies
and cooperatives. This makes it neces-
sary that the Congress insure that any
benefits of the development of a public
resource like our rivers and atomic ener-
gy be passed on to the consumer, even
when that resource is developed by a
State or other public agency.

Mr. President, the vital public ques-
tion in the Southeast today is whether we
are going to be able to take full ad-
vantage of the fine hydroelectric pow-
er from these projects and from the fur-
ther development of our resources. The
answer will depend on the success or fail-
ure of the people in their effort to stop
the present drive to reverse Federal pow-
er policy.

The people of my State are particu-
larly fortunate because they moved in
the 1930°s to take advantage of Federal
financial assistance in the setting up of
the South Carolina Public Service Au-
thority, commonly known as Santee-
Cooper. This Authority and the Green-
wood County Electric Power Commission,
each with its own generating and trans-
mission system, have the ability to pur-
chase Clark Hill power at the generating
station, so that the people of the State
are not completely dependent on private
monopoly for power supply to their mu-
nicipal and cooperative systems.

On the other hand, it is unfortunate
that our friends on the other side of the
Savannah River in Georgia do not have
such transmission facilities and have not
been able to receive their half of the
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Clark Hill power. Because the rural
electric cooperatives in Georgia do not
have lines to the dam, and the Georgia
Power Co. with the support of the ad-
ministration has thus far refused to
“wheel” the power to them—think of
that, Mr. President—the co-ops on the
Georgia side have not received a kilo-
watt. Meanwhile, the power which the
co-ops are entitled to under the law is
being sold to the Georgia Power Co.
They have been dividing the power down
the line, giving the power company a
chance to make a little profit out of the
farmers.

The people of my State may also be
in a position to meet future load growth
by obtaining additional power from fu-
ture development of other waterpower
sites on the Savannah River and its
tributaries. But, there is no such pos-
sibility in other States of the region, nor
can the future hydroelectric projects
which all the rivers of the region offer
assured low-cost power supply unbur-
dened by monopoly, unless the power
from these projects is integrated and of-
fered to the people’s nonprofit power
agencies, in accordance with the prin-
ciples embodied in section 5 of the 1944
Flood Control Act.

Mr. President, the people of my region
are aware of the fact that the wind of
private-power influence in the Federal
Government is blowing with a force
which threatens the future of our rural
electric cooperatives, just as much as if
a real hurricane threatened to uproot
the poles which carry the rural electric
lines. .

All that the private-power people have
to accomplish is to cut off the future low=
cost power supply from these coopera-
tives, or from our fine municipal power
systems, and the result will be fatal. If,
in addition, the access to low-cost fi-
nancing is restricted, the great gains
which our people have a right to expect
from their river-basin resources will be
choked off.

In simple language that all will under-
stand, if the present drive on Federal
power policy succeeds, the people of the
Southeast will be able to use only a part
of the 23 billion additional kilowatt-
hours of electricity which their rivers
can supply and then only by paying toll
on each kilowatt-hour to private-power
monopoly.

Let me suggest a few evidences of how
the wind is blowing. And I am going fo
talk about evidences in the Southeast,
although I am aware that attempts to
give away such great public waterpower
resources as Hells Canyon in the Pacific
Northwest and Niagara Falls in the
Northeast, not to mention the abrogation
of the Federal contracts with the South-
western cooperatives, are matters of sig-
nificance to all of us throughout the
land.

First, Mr. President, the Federal
Power Commission, which is supposedly
an arm of the legislative branch of the
Government, is acting to give away many
key hydroelectric projects in Federal
river-basin programs. It is true that the
United States Supreme Court has held
that the Commission has the discretion

to do this. But this does not mean that
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an agency of Congress should fly in the
face of, or render futile, a policy estab-
lished by Congress.

I am convinced that Congress should
hasten to close the barn door before all
the people’s horsepower is stolen, by en-
acting into law the bill introduced some-
time ago by .the distinguished Senator
from the State of Washington [Mr.
Maenuson]. This bill would prevent the
Commission from issuing a license for
private development of a waterpower re-
source which is part of a construction
program approved by Congress.

We cannot afford to have the Federal
river-basin programs in any region mu-
tilated by the Commission’s grant of
licenses to private monopoly for private
development of the premier hydro sites.
Certainly, where the full development, of
those sites is dependent on regulation of
stream flow by other projects upon which
the Federal Government has spent mil-
lions of dollars, the grant of such licenses
without congressional consent is inex-
cusable in terms of public policy.

If this policy continues, the rural elec-
tric cooperatives, along with the
municipally owned electric systems, will
be rendered dependent on the very pri-
vate monopolies which would like to
see them destroyed, so they can move in
and take over the business.

But this giving away of these fine
waterpower resources is not the whole
of the story. For the drive against Fed-
eral power policy is many-pronged.
It includes the cutting out of appro-
priations for transmission lines, the re-
duction in appropriations for Federal
multipurpose river-basin projects, as
well as for the vital rural electrification
program, and the inereasing sympathy
of the administration in Washington
with the views of private monopoly as
to how power from Federal projects
should be marketed. The bill goes into
that field.

If, through the administration’s
budget policy, or the actions on appro-
priation requests, or administrative ac-
tion in refusing to carry out the clear
intent of the legislation defining Fed-
eral power policy, the reversal of that
policy can be achieved, the political
party presently in control of the Gov-
ernment of the United States will have,
in effect, repealed that legislation.

Mr. President, through battles in suc-
cessive sessions of successive Con-
gresses, the organized private power in-
terests, represented by a heavily financed
lobby in Washington, have failed to re-
peal or amend the law which provides
for Federal development and marketing
of power with a preference to publicly
owned and cooperative systems. Public
protests have made it clear that such a
change would be highly unpopular.

I am convinced that once the people
have been alerted to what is now hap-
pening, they will take effective steps to
make sure that the power policy which
has meant so much to the whole coun-
try is not sabotaged in the interest of
private monopoly.

What the threatened change of policy
will mean to the Southeast is clear.
The 100-percent deletion of Southeast-
ern Power Administration transmission
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lines to serve preference customers in
North Carolina, South Carolina, Florida,
Georgia, and Alabama places power
companies in those States in a position
to purchase the output of 3 existing
dams and 2 others under construction.

As I have already noted, it is only the
fact that South Carolina has the South
Carolina Public Service Authority, with
an existing transmission system, and the
Greenwood County Electric Power Com-
mission able to take over the Clark Hill-
Greenwood transmission line, which will
leave the public and the cooperative sys=
tems in my State in a position to take
advantage of power from the Federal
Clark Hill project on the Savannah
River. But that provides no assurance
for the future as our load grows.

The attitude of the private utilities
in the Southeast already reflects the
threatened change of policy. With no
fear of alternative construction of Fed-
eral transmission lines, the Virginia
Electric & Power Co. is the only com-
pany in the entire Southeast that has
agreed to wheel even a small amount of
Federal power to preference customers.
Oh, yes; they will wheel it to others, but
not to preference customers. That com-
pany has assurance, over the signature of
the Southeastern Power Administrator,
that it may get out of the wheeling ar-
rangement if the Secretary of the Inte-
rior accepts the Georgia Power Co.'s
proposal which would compel rural elec-
tric cooperatives to become customers
of the company.

In the language of the Administrator
of the Southeast Power Administration,
the proposal which the Georgia Power
Co. has made for the purchase of Gov=-
ernment power “does not provide for the
sale of any firming energy by the com-
pany to the Government nor for any
transmission of power by the company
for the account of the Government but
provides merely for the outright sale by
the Government to the company of all
Government power to be disposed in the
company’s service area and for the re-
sale by the company of such power to
agencies given preference by law.”

Mr. President, appro